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Abstract
Since the 1970s, the rate of female incarceration in the United States skyrocketed, with highest
imprisonment rates among Black and Latina women. Nonetheless, few studies examined
disparities in female imprisonment and the distinct experiences of women of Color within the
justice system. To fill this gap in the literature, this dissertation utilized conflict and
intersectional perspectives to assess the differential treatment of women in the Oregon justice
system. Using a convergent mixed methods design, this dissertation examined disparities in
female imprisonment using state-level prison admissions and population data from 1983-2014 in
conjunction with qualitative interview and focus group responses among women on community
supervision in Northwestern Oregon. Overall, both methods revealed that women of Color,
particularly Black women, experienced harsher justice outcomes relative to White women
throughout various phases of the Oregon justice system. Quantitative results indicated that Black
women faced stark disparities in imprisonment over the past 30 years. Although these disparities
lessened since the 1990s, likely due to the enactment of sentencing reforms, Black women were
still nearly four times as likely to be imprisoned in comparison to White women as of 2014.
Qualitative responses were analyzed to develop major themes demonstrating that racism and
privilege encountered in broad society permeate through various phases of the justice system.
Respondents described differential suspicion by law enforcement and sentencing outcomes based
upon their gendered and racial identities. Women also experienced racial biases within the
correctional system in relation to treatment from staff and fellow prisoners as well as the cultural
representativeness of programs and services offered. Results from both methods were interpreted
jointly in the final chapters, and future directions were provided. Ultimately, this dissertation
exemplified the need to consider intersectional contexts in criminal justice research and policies.
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Definitions
In order to present the content of this dissertation in a clear and well-organized format, I
will begin by introducing and defining frequently used terms. First, justice-involvement refers to
any involvement in the criminal justice system as a result of lawbreaking behavior. This can
range from self-reported offending, arrest, or conviction as well as serving a prison or
community sanction, such as probation or parole. Recidivism is broadly defined as additional
sanctioning (i.e., new arrests, convictions, or admissions; violations; revocations) after receiving
a prison or community sentence.
Identity refers to “social categories in which an individual claims membership as well as
the personal meaning associated with those categories (Shields, 2008, p. 301). Gender refers to
“socially constructed expectations of norms prescribing female and male attitudes and behavior
that are usually organized dichotomously as femininity and masculinity respectively, and that are
reproduced and transmitted through socialization” (Renzetti, 2013, p. 6).
Race refers to socially constructed categories used to distinguish individuals to certain
groups based upon similarities in to appearances, such as skin color, hair types, eye color, skin
hue, and facial structure (Robinson-Wood, 2016). I use the term Black to describe women/girls
who identify as Black or African American. Also, I use the term Latinx1 to refer to any person
whose ethnicity originated from any South or Central American country, Mexico, Cuba, Spain,
or Puerto Rico or any others who self-identifies as such. Latina refers more specifically to
women who identify within this racial group. In this qualitative research, I use the identifying
term(s) used by the women interviewed to describe themselves. When referring to “minority” or

Latinx is the gender-inclusive term for describing a group of persons who identify as such (in comparison to the masculine form
Latinos).
1
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non-White persons, primarily Black, Latinx, or Biraical, I use the term people of Color. Some
scholars, such as Crenshaw (1991) interchangeably use the term “Black women” and “women of
Color.” This will be noted when discussing Crenshaw’s work.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
The number of women incarcerated in the United States criminal justice system has
increased substantially since 1980, at a rate 50% higher than men (National Research Council,
2014). However, this increase in female imprisonment has not been equal across racial
subgroups. Women of Color and impoverished women are disproportionately overrepresented
within the criminal justice system (Boppre & Harmon, 2016; Chesney-Lind & Pasko, 2013;
Harmon & Boppre, 2015). Within the general adult female population in 2013, Black women
comprised 13%, Latinas 14%, and White women 62% (U.S. Census Bureau, 2013), yet nearly
22% of women in prison were Black women, while only 49% were White and 16% were Latina
(Carson, 2014). These discrepancies represent racial disparities in women’s justice-involvement.
In fact, using panel regression modeling with U.S. imprisonment data from 1983-2008, Boppre
and Harmon (2016) found that Black women were on average 6.99 times more likely to be in
prison than White women while Latinas were 2.5 times as likely to be imprisoned in comparison
to White women.
Such disparities are compounded as Black and Latina women often come from lowerclass, impoverished backgrounds (Barak, Leighton, & Flavin, 2010) with increased economic,
health, and social disadvantage that places them at higher risk for involvement in the criminal
justice system (National Research Council, 2014). “Triple jeopardy” (Bloom, 1996), is
experienced through the combination of gender, race, and class marginalization, and creates
distinct social realities in relation to women’s justice-involvement. Recent feminist
criminologists have noted that the future of the field will require the consideration of such
intersecting social realities (Bernard, 2013; Burgess-Proctor, 2006; Chesney-Lind & Morash,
2013; Potter, 2006, 2013). Black feminist critical socio-legal scholars such as Kimberlé
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Crenshaw (1991) and Angela Harris (1990) warned against gender essentialism, or the
prioritization of the gendered experiences that subsequently neglects other socially constructed
realities, including race, class, and sexual orientation (see also Burgess-Proctor, 2006; Sered &
Norton-Hawke, 2014). As such, social realities beyond gender must also be considered,
particularly when examining justice-involvement.
A conflict perspective attributes social inequality to imprisonment (Miethe, Troshynski,
& Hart, 2017). Specifically, conflict theory suggests that society is innately conflictual across
groups competing for social status and resources (Simmel, 1950). Accordingly, formal social
control can serve to maintain the political elite’s dominant status in society (Turk, 1969). This
usually takes the form of increased incarceration of those who pose a threat to the status quo,
namely impoverished persons of Color (Alexander, 2012; Miethe et al., 2017).
Undoubtedly, race and social class are essential in the study of criminology and criminal
justice. Stratification, social hierarchies, and economic inequality within American society have
been related to criminal involvement. As discussed by Unnever and Gabbidon (2011),
criminology has generally treated race as a control or demographic variable rather than a major
explanatory concept. Part of the reason is the focus on generalization in criminological theory.
The study of race and crime has largely been at the macro-level (i.e., crime rates), or in the study
of criminal justice responses (i.e., disparities in arrest and sentencing). Nonetheless, increased
risk for victimization, economic marginalization, and discrimination are very real experiences
that people of Color and Latinx face at the individual-level, as well.
Intersectional criminology is a relatively new area of scholarship that has emerged to
account for women’s holistic experiences shaped by gender, race, class, sexuality, and other
distinctions simultaneously. Expanding the original concept of intersectionality from Crenshaw
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(1991), Hillary Potter (2015) defined intersectional criminology as “a perspective that
incorporates the intersectional or intersectionality concepts into criminological research and
theory and into the evaluation for crime-related policies and laws that govern the ‘administration
of justice” (p. 3). While the feminist perspective certainly recognizes the importance of gendered
experiences and power differentials related to patriarchy, less attention has been devoted towards
understanding variation of such experiences within a combined race/gender/class context.
Consequently, a future direction recommended by Potter (2015) included the use of
intersectional approaches to truly understand “the path” to justice-involvement (p. 130).
Accordingly, this dissertation seeks to fill a major gap in the literature by using conflict
theory and intersectional criminology to understand the differential treatment of women in the
justice system. Macro-level research has examined racial disparities in female imprisonment.
Only a few studies have examined racialized effects of justice outcomes from the perspectives of
those justice-involved (Birzer, 2012; Bordua & Tifft, 1971; Tuch & Weitzer, 2002; Weitzer &
Tuch, 2002; Wortley, Hagan, & Macmillan, 1997), and none examined women’s experiences
exclusively. Hence, this dissertation is the first to use mixed methods to assesses how
intersectional experiences relate to justice-involvement and racial disparities among women’s
imprisonment. Ultimately, understanding variation in women’s justice-involvement will help
policy makers combat inequitable sentencing policies and correctional agencies tailor
rehabilitative efforts for women who often enter the criminal justice system with diverse
backgrounds.
The current chapter (Chapter 1) introduces key topics and issues and lays the foundation
for the importance of adopting an intersectional approach. Chapter 2 provides the theoretical
foundation: conflict perspectives and intersectional criminology. Chapter 3 discusses the site
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selection and social context of the study. Chapter 4 presents the methodology, including a
description of the overall design followed by detail into the specific methods for both the
quantitative and qualitative portions. Chapter 5 provides the quantitative results while Chapters 6
and 7 present the qualitative results. Chapter 8 summarizes the findings jointly and discusses
strengths and limitations of this mixed methodology. Chapter 9 provides the conclusion through
policy implications and future directions.
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Chapter 2: Theoretical Foundation
The current chapter discusses the major theoretical foundations of this dissertation. First,
a discussion of social hierarchies in general is presented as well as pertinent perspectives.
Second, social inequality in relation to criminal justice outcomes is discussed. Finally,
summaries of intersectionality and intersectional criminology are provided with discussions of
relevant research.
This theoretical foundation will help provide an explanation as to why persons of certain
racial identities are over-represented in the criminal justice system. More specifically, these
perspectives help provide an understanding of the disproportionately harsh treatment of persons,
and, women more specifically, of Color by the criminal justice system (police, courts, and
corrections). Such perspectives are considered critical as they seek to confront social forces and
structures that serve to oppress certain groups within U.S. society (Lippman, 2015).
Social Stratification
Racially-based discrimination and oppression have been pervasive issues particularly in
the United States. Various micro- and macro-level explanations have been developed to
understand prejudices (preconceived judgements), discrimination (the differential allocation of
goods and services), and “isms” (prejudices and discrimination directed at certain groups under
the belief that one’s own group is superior) based upon socially constructed, typically physical,
characteristics such as gender, race, social class and other distinctions (Coates, Ferber, &
Brunsma, 2018; Sidanius & Pratto, 2001). The current section will briefly discuss
individual/group and societal level forms of social dominance and sub ordinance in the context
of the U.S.

5

The U.S. is stratified into categories of race, gender, social class, age, ability, religion,
sexuality, and other distinctions. These strata are not weighted evenly. Certain characteristics are
favored or normalized more than others, resulting in social hierarchies and inequalities (Coates et
al., 2018). Social status, therefore, is a form of power and subordinance. Empirical research has
confirmed such hierarchies exist from the perspectives of U.S. citizens (Axt, Ebersole, & Nosek,
2014).
For example, a recent large-scale study with over 200,000 Americans examined
perceived social hierarchies in the U.S. (Axt et al., 2014). Axt and colleagues’ (2014) findings
confirmed social hierarchies based upon race, religion, and age. Specifically, the authors found
that respondents indicated White persons were associated with the highest social status followed
by Asian, Black, and Hispanic. Further, Christianity was considered higher social status than
other religions, including Judaism and Buddhism. Finally, they found that younger age was
associated with higher social status than older adulthood. This study is important because it is
one of the few, if not the only study, to explicitly ask citizens about perceptions related to social
hierarchies that implicitly exist within U.S. society.
Beyond race, religion, and age, gender, social class, and sexuality also impact social
status. Male dominance over women has been a pervasive theme in feminist research and
activism (Renzetti, 2013). The U.S. is characterized by a patriarchic social structure (Renzetti,
2013). Patriarchy is defined as “a gender structure in which men dominate women and what is
considered masculine is more highly valued than what is considered feminine” (Renzetti, 2013,
p. 6). Men typically are afforded higher social status as “the bread winners” through increased
economic gains, employment opportunities, and political representation (Goldberg, 1977). On
the other hand, women are typically expected to be permissive, subordinate, and polite (Mills,
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2005). When women do not exhibit such characteristics, it conflicts with traditional gender
norms (Mills, 2005).
Social class is another source of status. Social class refers to “an individual or group’s
relative position in an economic-social-cultural hierarchy” (Diemer, Mistry, Wadsworth, López,
& Reimers, 2013, p. 79). As discussed by Diemer and colleagues (2013), social class has been
conceptualized and measured in the field of psychology through a variety of methods (i.e., socioeconomic status, poverty, or subjective social class). Prolific sociologists such as Karl Marx
(1848) and Max Weber (1920) conferred that society is structured and divided based upon social
class and involvement in the labor force. The higher one’s income and economic gains, the
higher the social status awarded. Put differently, society can be divided into the "haves" as
superior versus the "have-nots" as inferior (Galanter, 1974; Gilbert & Kahl, 1982).
Finally, traditional values under a patriarchal structure assume that the familial structure
is headed by a heterosexual couple: a man and a woman. This assumption is referred to as
heteronormativity, or “the suite of cultural, legal, and institutional practices that maintain
normative assumptions that there are two and only two genders, that gender reflects biological
sex, and that only sexual attraction between these ‘opposite’ genders is natural or acceptable”
(Schilt & Wesbrook, 2009, p. 441). Sexual stigma and prejudice impact social status.
Consequently, higher social status is afforded to those who fit traditional gendered norms and
identify as heterosexual.
Thus, modern American culture and structural institutions favor and prioritize patriarchal
White middle-class heterosexual norms. Such norms are considered “the center” of U.S. cultural
and social ideals. Those who lie at “the margins” are those most marginalized and excluded
(Garfinkel, 1967; West & Zimmerman, 1987). They are “the others” or the “out group” (Crocker
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& Major, 1989). Those who fit the dominant group norms are typically afforded privilege, or
unearned benefits and advantages associated with normed values, particularly related to race
(Johnson, 2006; Sue, 2003). On the other hand, those in the outgroup are faced with various
forms of prejudice, including stigmatization, microaggressions (unintentional or intentional brief
insults based upon social categories [Coates et al., 2018]) biases, and discrimination (LeVine &
Campbell, 1972). Scholars in social psychology and sociology have provided theoretical
explanations for the subsequent behaviors and interactions that follow social stratification.
Through a social psychological perspective, social inequality is exhibited through various
forms (for a review, see Sidanius & Pratto, 2001). As discussed by Allport (1954), a major
underlying factor in individual interactions is the cognitive underpinnings of prejudice and
stereotyping (over generalized beliefs about a group; Hamilton, 2015). As stereotypes are
normalized within culture, they become a normalized part of social cognition (Devine & Elliot,
1995; Hamilton & Gifford, 1976; Levine & Campbell, 1972). Social learning perspectives also
suggest that while direct “isms” and discrimination still exist, largely indirect forms of
discrimination and prejudices impact social interactions and through learned emotional antipathy
towards people of Color and others of lower social status (Sidanius & Pratto, 2001).
From a more macro or sociological perspective, social inequality is reflected in social
structures. Group oppression leads to the differential treatment of large groups of people, such as
sexism, racism, and classism. Oppression and discrimination can manifest at a systemic-level, in
which, for example, racist values and attitudes permeate all institutions within society (Coates et
al., 2018). Conflict perspectives suggests that racially-based conflict, such as ethnocentrism,
stereotyping, and discrimination are the result of group competition over resources (Simmel,
1950). The “other” is seen as a threat to the dominant group’s well-being, as one group’s gain is
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another’s loss in a zero-sum game (Campbell, 1965). Thus, in-group solidarity and outgroup
prejudices and stereotyping lead to intolerance, deviant labeling, and other discriminatory
attitudes and behaviors (Sidanius & Pratto, 2001).
Ultimately, it is in the best interest of those in high social status to maintain the status
quo. Social threat represents the level of threat or disruption in a society to the status quo. Social
threat may arise from various sources, including social differentiation (e.g., ethnic and racial
diversity), economic conditions (e.g., income inequality, economic decline), and/or political
forces (e.g., political ideals, challenges to state legitimacy; Blalock, 1967; Liska & Chamlin,
1984). The effects of prejudice and discrimination can be detrimental to the well-being of
persons of Color. Social hierarchies translate to tangible benefits or disadvantages, such as
employment, social networks, and access to resources/justice (Lin, Ensel, & Vaughn, 1981;
Rhode, 2004; Sirin, 2005; Williams, Yu, Jackson, & Anderson, 1997). Those in the outgroup
have less access to such resources.
Although “equality under the law” is a major U.S. legal principle, law and justice is not
equal for all citizens (Rhode, 2004). Black (1976) purported that just as social life is stratified, so
is law. Laws seek to benefit those who are in dominant groups (i.e., White, wealthy, men),
because the elite developed and codified laws (Black, 1976; Daly, 1994).
Law itself is stratified, but also access to law and justice reflect inequality in society.
Critical race theorists examined how laws service to discriminate and preserve systemic racism
(for a review, see Harris, Crenshaw, Gotanda, Peller, & Thomas, 2012). A prime example relates
to disparately written drug laws, which will be discussed in the following section (Alexander,
2012; Provine, 2008).

9

Laws themselves are written in a way that may restrict or oppress persons of Color, yet
such persons also have decreased access to law and justice. As discussed by Rhode (2004), the
majority of citizens’ legal needs are unmet. She stated, “The groups who are in lost need of legal
assistant have the least access” (Rhode, 2004, p. 16). These inequities largely stem from the costs
associated with effective representation. Persons of Color and the poor do not have access
financially to private representation or resources. Although citizens are given the right to
counsel, the effectiveness of public defenders is questionable due to a lack of experience and
ability to obtain clients privately (Cohen, 2014; Rhode, 2004; Skolnick, 1967). According to
Rhode (2004), those with the “worst” lawyers receive the worst sentencing outcomes, regardless
of the type of crime.
Due to the lack of access to effective legal representation, poor persons of Color are at
further risk to plea out, which can result in less desirable trial outcomes (Butler, 2012). While
innocence is meant to be assumed, Rhode (2004) countered that as the assumption is actually
guilt over innocence, access to effective representation is vital to fight for due process (Rhode,
2004). Hence, the process serves to benefit those in dominant groups (wealthy, White persons)
whereas those in the out group could be on the losing side of legal outcomes (Black, 1976).
Stigmatization and prejudice has been shown to impact Black persons’ perceptions of
self-worth and self-esteem, through poor interpersonal interactions and economic outcomes
(Crocker & Major, 1989). Roberts and colleagues (2011) found that people of Color have a
significantly higher prevalence of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder [PTSD] in comparison to their
White counterparts. Although the etiology for the increased prevalence of PTSD among people
of Color is unclear in Roberts and colleagues’ (2011) article, the authors note that people of
Color can experience racial trauma or racism-based trauma.
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Such traumatic experiences may result in post-trauma-like symptoms, yet such
experiences can be an ongoing source of stress to ethnic minorities in the U.S. (Roberts, Gilman,
Breslau, Breslau, & Koenen, 2011). Terms like insidious trauma, societal trauma, and
intergenerational trauma have also been used to conceptualize the experience of pervasive
discrimination and oppression (Root, 1992). Root (1992) describes insidious trauma as the
devaluation of an individual resulting from an intrinsic identity characteristic that differs from
that which the dominant culture values (e.g., race, gender, and sexual orientation). Research also
demonstrated that PTSD and anxiety can stem from experiences of discrimination and profiling
from law enforcement (Birzer, 2012; Birzer & Smith-Mahdi, 2006).
Thus far, an overview of social stratification in general American society was presented.
Social hierarchies impact how individuals interact with social institutions as well. The following
section will discuss how stratification and social inequality persist in the criminal justice system
more specifically.
Social Stratification and Justice-Involvement
It is no coincidence that those who are most disadvantaged and marginalized are overrepresented in the justice system (Cullen & Jonson, 2016; Currie, 1997, 1998; Kerley, Benson,
Lee, & Cullen, 2004). Various macro- and micro-level theoretical perspectives have examined
the relationship between social stratification and justice-involvement. First, conflict perspectives
suggests that society is shaped by the competing interests of social groups. The social order of a
given group is dictated by their social location or status (Campbell, 1965; Simmel, 1950).
Accordingly, it is in the best interest of the dominant group for laws and law enforcement
practices to reflect values and goals of the privileged in order to maintain control (Black, 1976).

11

Inter-relatedly, social threat suggests that groups or nations may resort to increased use of
incarceration as a mechanism of state-sponsored social control for either addressing disruptive
influences and/or maintaining the status quo (Alexander, 2012; Miethe et al., 2017). Social threat
may be objective (e.g., in response to rising crime rates) or socially constructed (e.g., reflective
of moral panics; Cohen, 2002; Ruddell & Urbina, 2007). Social threat may also arise from
various sources, such as social differentiation (e.g., ethnic, racial, and religious diversity),
economic conditions (e.g., income inequality, economic decline), and/or political forces (e.g.,
political instability, challenges to state legitimacy).
Prior research indicated that racial minorities are considered a threat to the dominant
class in the U.S. (Blalock, 1967; Quinney, 1970; Turk, 1969). Recent research on conflict theory
and racial profiling implies that the privileged, under the perception of social threat, will utilize
crime control efforts to limit those who threaten their dominant position (Parker, MacDonald,
Alpert, Smith, & Piquero, 2004; Parker, Stults, & Rice, 2005; Petrocelli, Piquero, & Smith,
2003; Rice, Reitzel, & Piquero, 2005; Rice & White, 2010). Consequently, as the population of
people of Color increases, racial tensions may increase as a perceived threat to the largely White
middle-upper class status quo, resulting in increased and disproportionate incarceration rates.
However, prior research on profiling did not find support for the influence of racial
threat, measured by Black percent of the population in relation to arrest patterns (Parker et al.,
2005; Petrocelli et al., 2003). This inconsistent finding was explained through Liska and
Chamlin’s (1984) benign-neglect thesis. Specifically, it is theorized that areas with a high Black
population will have more intraracial crime, therefore, police will feel less pressure to act in such
areas because crimes are less likely to be reported by persons of Color versus Whites (Liska &
Chamlin, 1984).

12

Profiling may stem from criminal labels associated with certain groups. Once a person is
justice-involved, such labels can be damaging to social capital and self-esteem. In general
society, Granovetter (1985) theorized that "social embeddedness,” or social capital early on helps
to perpetuate success throughout life. Hagan (1993) extended Granovetter's work by purporting
that when persons become involved in the justice system early-on, their chances of success are
severely diminished. This is due to their “criminal embeddedness,” or assimilation to deviant
culture and gained criminal capital.
Similarly, research on "labeling" and "stigmatization” find that once a person is labeled
criminal, subsequent outcomes can be negative (Becker, 1976; Goffman, 1963; Lemert, 1967).
Persons with the “felon” label are restricted from accessing certain housing and employment as
well as civic engagement in certain states (Uggen, Manza, & Behrens, 2003). Consequently, due
to the discouragement from contact with the criminal justice system and subsequent labels,
persons may find it difficult to challenge or overcome such labels and consequences, and
continue to engage in crime (Lemert, 1967). As persons of Color and those impoverished are
more likely to come in contact with the justice system, they are more likely to suffer the
lingering effects of labeling afterward.
Ultimately, labeling nondominant group behaviors as criminal or deviant is a form of
stigmatization that further removes them from the cultural norms at the center of society
(Crocker & Major, 1989). Persons of Color have faced differential labeling, in which certain
attributes, primarily race, are associated with crime (Thomas & Thomas, 1928). There are
associations of “Blackness,” “Brownness,” and poverty to criminality present in U.S. culture
(Drummond, 1990; Russell-Brown, 2009; Welch, 2007). For example, studies found that Black
persons are perceived as more aggressive or dangerous, both by White and Black citizens
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(Hurwitz & Peffley, 1997; Peffley, Hurwitz, & Sniderman, 1997; Sniderman & Piazza, 1993).
These associations stem from negative stereotypes and media depictions of crime related to
perpetrators of Color (Russell-Brown, 2009; Welch, 2007; Young, 1985). The increased justiceinvolvement of nondominant groups serves the interest of dominant groups as it removes them
from general society and makes it more difficult for them to access gainful employment, social
networks, and resources even after release.
Racial discrimination can also lead to criminal behavior later in life. Unnever and
Gabbidon (2011) contended that the chronic systemic exposure to racial discrimination leads to
debilitating consequences, such as fractured ties to conventional institutions, social bonds, and
increased likelihood of engaging in problematic behaviors. Consequently, discrimination can
weaken a person’s social bonds, ultimately leading to criminal involvement (Unnever, Cullen,
Mathers, McClure, & Allison, 2016). Additionally, recent longitudinal study using the Family
and Community Health Survey examined trajectories of offending from youth to adulthood
among Black women (Evans, Abderhalden, Simons, & Simons, 2018). The results indicated that
high levels of racial discrimination, parental hostility, and deviant peer affiliation experienced
during youth was predictive of offending in adulthood. Therefore, the manner in which people of
Color are treated in society matters, and has very real consequences towards justice involvement.
Just as citizens make judgements about persons through perceptual shortcuts, such as
stereotypes, law enforcement officers undergo similar decision-making processes. However, as
enforcers of law and social control, the impacts of such judgements can be destructive, with a
person’s liberty on the line (Petersen, 2018). As persons of Color and poverty are linked to
crime, officers are more likely to suspect and subsequently question and surveil those residing in
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poor communities of Color, leading to increased justice contact and subsequent incarceration
(Crenshaw, 2012; Harcourt, 2008, 2009; Welsh, 2007).
Empirical research on racial profiling has largely examined stop and arrest patterns.
However, the findings of this research are largely mixed (i.e., some support for racial profiling
while others found support that it does not exist, for a review, see Engle, Calnon, & Bernard,
2002). Some research has shown that persons of Color are more likely to be stopped without
justification (Birzer & Smith-Mahdi, 2006; Bordua & Tifft, 1971; Wortley et al., 1997). The
findings should be taken with caution as scholars have voiced considerable concerns over valid
and reliable methodologies in this area (Engle et al., 2002). Nonetheless, under a conflict
perspective, law enforcers’ use of racial profiling may serve as one mechanism towards
maintaining the status quo (Parker et al., 2005; Petrocelli et al, 2003).
While research assessed the causes of racial disparities, some studies also examined the
effects on persons’ perceptions of police. Research has shown that persons of Color tend to have
more negative perceptions of the justice system stemming from “unjust” stops by police (Birzer,
2012; Bordua & Tifft, 1971; Wortley et al., 1997). Weitzer and Tuch (2002) surveyed American
citizens about their attitudes towards police. They found that persons of Color who believed they
were stopped because of their race were more likely to express dissatisfaction with the police and
view racial proofing as a widespread issue. Consequently, racial profiling can also impact
persons’ perceptions of the justice system.
Racially-based prejudices manifest through various devices within the criminal justice
system. Specifically, when assigning traits associated with criminality and deviance, policies,
profiling, and the use of incarceration are major mechanisms of social control. The 1960-70s
marked an era of social turbulence. In response to public scrutiny and political criticisms over the
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effectiveness of the criminal justice system as a whole to protect the public and reduce
recidivism, both the state and federal government began to shift away from the indeterminate
sentencing structure in the mid-1970s (see Cullen & Jonson, 2016 for a full review).
One of the chief concerns of the reform movement was the role of discretionary power
during sentencing and release decisions. In response, legislatures began adopting a series of
sentencing reforms generally aimed toward reducing judicial and parole board discretion with the
goal of lessening variability in time-served and prison admissions (Spohn, 2000). Forty-one
states enacted mandatory minimums, one third abolished parole boards all together, and more
than half enacted three strikes laws and/or truth in sentencing laws (Tonry, 2016). Although
reducing disparities was an initial goal of some sentencing reforms, this goal seemed to fade as
the Get-Tough on Crime movement gained steam in the 1980s, which focused on increasing
sentencing certainty and severity over equity (Tonry, 2016).
While sentencing reforms were generally designed to fit the general Get-Tough mantra of
the movement, they varied in their goals, scope of coverage, design, and implementation (Frase,
2005b). In particular, reforms at the front-end, including presumptive guidelines, voluntary
guidelines, and statutory presumptive sentencing, sought to create uniformity and certainty in
sentencing by assigning prescribed sentence lengths for certain offenses, thereby reducing
judicial discretion. This reflected various punishment goals including due process through equal
treatment in sentencing, retribution, and deterrence (general and specific) by ensuring the
certainty of punishment length equal to the offense type (e.g., Daly & Tonry, 1997; Frase,
2005a).
Similarly, truth in sentencing laws and determinate sentencing affected imprisonment on
the back-end by addressing parole eligibility. These back-end reforms represented more punitive,
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retributive aims toward punishment by limiting discretionary parole (Frase, 2005a; Turner,
Greenwood, Chen, & Fain, 1999). Three strikes laws and other habitual offender laws aimed to
achieve specific deterrence and incapacitation through the certainty of a lengthy sentence for
repeat offenders (Turner et al., 1999).
A notable example of racialized crime control policies occurred through drug policies
during the 1980s. Beginning during the Reagan Administration, laws and policies targeting drug
use were enacted and continued by the Nixon Administration. Such policies represented
conservative crime control efforts known collectively as “the War on Drugs,” which has led to a
stark increase in the incarceration of persons of Color (Alexander, 2012; Tonry, 1995). In order
to combat the “crack epidemic,” laws were passed mandating minimum sentences for crack
cocaine (Tonry, 1995; Reiman, 1998; Wilson, 1987). Possession of only five grams of crack
cocaine led to a five-year minimum federal sentence whereas 500 grams of powder cocaine was
required for the same sentence (Alexander, 2012). However, crack cocaine was recognized as a
drug that was predominantly used by impoverished persons of Color as it was much less
expensive than the powder form, more commonly used by White persons (Austin & Irwin, 2001;
Currie, 1998; Mauer, 1999; Miller, 1996a; Tonry, 1995). Consequently, punitive drug laws led to
a huge increase in the number of persons of Color targeted by police and ultimately imprisoned
(Alexander, 2012; Tonry, 2011).
Scholars suggest the War on Drugs is actually a war against women (Chesney-Lind and
Pasko, 2013), or more specifically, a war against Black women (Bush-Baskette, 2013; Harmon
& Boppre, 2015). This claim is supported by the stark increase in female incarceration for
nonviolent drug and property offenses beginning in the 1980s, at the height of the drug war
(Chesney-Lind & Pasko, 2013; National Research Council, 2014). However, the increase in
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female incarceration was not equal across racial subgroups. In fact, Black women were seven
times as likely to be incarcerated in comparison to White women, and the rate increase in their
incarceration was significantly higher than any other subgroup (Harmon & Boppre, 2015; Mauer
& Huling, 1995).
A large body of research was devoted towards understanding sentencing outcomes.
Steffensmeier and colleagues (1998) developed focal concerns theory to understand how judges
make sentencing decisions. Given the limited information about defendants and time constraints
on making a decision, judges use “perceptual shorthands” to make decisions based upon
stereotypes and generalizations. Judges will process defendants according to their personal
experiences as well as perceptions of offender seriousness, blameworthiness, dangerousness to
the community, and practical constraints and consequences (Steffensmeier, Ulmer, & Kramer,
1998).
Consistently, prior research has shown that persons of Color, particularly young Black
men, are sentenced more severely than other racial or ethnic groups (Crawford, Chiricos, &
Kleck, 1998; Miller, 1996a; Steffensmeier, et al., 1998). These findings were present even when
controlling for criminal history, which has been argued as a “proxy for race” due to persons of
Color disproportionate contact with the justice system in comparison to Whites (Harcourt, 2015).
One study found that prosecutors may take advantage of and extend racial stereotypes by
illustrating Black defendants as prone to violent criminality, resulting in higher conviction rates
(Higginbotham, 2002).
Some studies have also examined the effects of sentencing reforms by comparing
outcomes before and after their enactment. Overall, the findings are mixed. Minnesota was the
first state to implement presumptive sentencing guidelines in 1980. Through a series of pre- and
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post- guidelines analyses, Miethe and Moore (e.g., Miethe & Moore, 1985; Miethe & Moore,
1988; Moore & Miethe, 1986) concluded that the reform effort was largely successful in
reducing disparities by increasing the predictability of sentencing decisions, as offense severity
and weapon use were more important factors than race in determining sentences to prison and
sentence length than prior to the enactment of presumptive sentencing guidelines.
Wooldredge and colleagues also conducted a series of studies examining the effects of
presumptive sentencing guidelines in Ohio (e.g., Griffin & Wooldredge, 2006; Wooldredge,
2009; Wooldredge & Griffin, 2005; Wooldredge, Griffin, & Rauschenburg, 2005). In his most
recent study, Wooldredge (2009) examined sentencing patterns before, shortly after their
enactment in 1996, and nine years later. However, his analysis showed no changes in disparities
based on defendants’ gender and means of support, and (virtually) no changes in the magnitude
of legally relevant effects. He concluded that the introduction of presumptive sentencing
guidelines in Ohio had little impact on factors predicting both charging and sentence severity.
However, presumptive guidelines are “looser” in Ohio in comparison to other states, which may
explain why sentencing disparities by race, gender, and employment did not decrease in Ohio as
it did in Minnesota (Wooldredge, 2009).
The majority of prior research has focused on the effects of sentencing guidelines in one
jurisdiction or state. However, Marvell (1995) examined the effects of presumptive sentencing
guidelines on prison populations from 1976 to 1993 in nine states (Delaware, Florida, Michigan,
Minnesota, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Washington, and Wisconsin). His time-series
analysis revealed mixed results. The guidelines were associated with declines in prison
populations in six states. Notably, legislators in these states were directed to address prison
capacities, which may account for the decline. In the remaining three states, Wisconsin,
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Delaware, and Pennsylvania, presumptive guidelines increased prison populations. However, the
significance of the results varied and only Pennsylvania experienced a significant increase in
their prison population.
Overall, prior research has found mixed results on the effects of sentencing guidelines on
disparities in sentencing or imprisonment. For instance, some studies found that disparities do
not differ significantly between determinate and pre-determinate states (Chrirocos & Crawford,
1995; Spohn, 2000). Also, a meta-analysis conducted by Mitchell (2005) found that racial effects
were somewhat smaller in states with sentencing guidelines. The differences may be due to
variation in jurisdictional implementation of sentencing guidelines.
In order to provide a more comprehensive comparison, Harmon (2011) examined the
effects of various sentencing reforms including sentencing guidelines (presumptive and
voluntary), statutory presumptive sentencing, determinate sentencing, truth in sentencing, and
three strikes laws on imprisonment in 49 states using panel data from 1978 to 2008. He used
social chain theory as the theoretical foundation: the chaining of social events that lead to the
formal rationalization of punitive polices through sentencing reforms. The results indicated that
certain combinations of sentencing reforms including presumptive sentencing guidelines, truth in
sentencing, and three strikes led to increased odds of imprisonment among Blacks, and to a
lesser extent Latinx, when controlling for other state-level effects. While in some cases Harmon
(2011) found that certain combinations of reforms reduced disparities, this was rare.
Studies also examined social threat as an explanation for sentencing outcomes at both the
micro- and macro-level. Crow and Johnson (2008) as well as Chen (2014) combined both
individual-level and county-level data analyses to test individual and contextual threat, or the
threat to mainstream values at multiple levels. Both their results aligned with previous research
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indicating that Black defendants are more likely to be sentenced under the habitual offender
statue. In fact, Crow and Johnson (2008) found that Black defendants’ odds of being charged
with a habitual offender sentence were 20% greater than their White counterparts. Nonetheless,
both authors found little support for the racial threat hypothesis as the percentage of Black and
Latinx in the population did not coincide with disparities in habitual offender sentencing
decisions. Thus, threat may manifest more so at individual-level sentencing outcomes.
To summarize, social stratification is innately connected to justice-involvement. Some
scholars contended that American society is built upon competition, and one method for
dominant groups to maintain their position is to utilize crime control methods. Thus far, race and
social class have been discussed separately. However, these sources of marginalization also
interact with gender, resulting in distinct impacts for women. Theoretical and empirical research
on such effects for women will be discussed in the following sections.
Intersectionality
Traditional feminism tended to “essentialize” gendered experiences. Essentialism is “the
notion that there is a single woman's, or Black person's, or any other group's, experience that can
be described independently from other aspects of the person-that there is an ‘essence’ to that
experience” (Grillo, 1995, p.19). An essentialist approach would assume that experiences
surrounding gender, race, class, and other distinctions can be separated. For instance, examining
one’s “Blackness” or Whiteness” can be considered separately from one’s “manhood” or
“womanhood.”
In contrast, Black feminism emerged in the early 1980s to account for the distinct
experiences of women of Color. The Black feminist movement argued for anti-essentialism to
embrace diversity in women’s experiences and fully account for the multiple forms of oppression
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and marginalization women of Color experience. As discussed by Angela Davis (1983), sexism
is intrinsically linked to racism and other forms of discrimination, such as classism.
Consequently, “interlocking structures of oppression” must be considered jointly (Collins, 1995,
p. 492).
Inter-relatedly, the term “intersectionality” was coined by critical socio-legal scholar
Kimberlé Crenshaw (1989, 1991). Her conception of intersectionality is an expansion of critical
race theory that incorporates legal scholarship regarding gender and race. Critical race theory
suggests the law is used to perpetuate racial inequality. Intersectionality, then, examines how
social constructions of multiple identifying categories compound discrimination and oppression
in women’s experiences with the legal system (Lippman, 2015). Intersectionality has been
defined as “the interaction between gender, race, and other categories of difference in individual
lives, social practices, institutional arrangements, and cultural ideologies and the outcomes of
these interactions in terms of power” (Davis, 2008, p. 68).
Crenshaw (1989, 1991, 2012) stressed that the experiences and struggles of Women of
Color fell between the cracks of both feminist (predominately White-focused) and anti-racist
discourse (predominately male-focused). Her objective was
“to illustrate that many of the experiences women of Color face are not subsumed within
the traditional boundaries of race or gender discrimination as these boundaries are
currently understood, and that the intersection of racism and sexism factors into women
of Color's lives in ways that cannot be captured wholly by looking at the race or gender
dimensions of those experiences separately” (Crenshaw, 1991, p. 1244).
She also emphasized the role of power and subordinance on such intersections that create
hierarchies in social identities throughout society (Crenshaw, 1991). Accordingly, scholars must
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consider multiplicative forms of inequality (e.g., race and gender) to truly understand the
multiple dimensions of women of Color’s experiences.
In her seminal law review publication entitled “Mapping the Margins: Intersectionality,
Identity Politics, and Violence Against Women of Color,” Crenshaw (1991) highlighted such
intersectional experiences that were never accounted for by feminist or traditional critical
research. First, she explored the structural aspects of gendered violence in which women of
Color, who lie at intersecting marginalized axes of gender and race, experience domestic
violence, rape, and remedial reform in a qualitatively different manner than White women.
Second, she reviewed both feminist and anti-racist politics that have often assisted in the
marginalization of women of Color though differential responses to violence based upon race
and gender. Lastly, Crenshaw discussed representational intersectionality, or the cultural
construction of women of Color in which popular culture has become another source of
intersectional disempowerment. More specifically, Crenshaw examined “how the production of
images of women of Color and the contestations over those images tend to ignore the
intersectional interests of women of Color” (p. 1283). Crenshaw (1991) concluded that the
violence many women experience is often shaped by other dimensions of their identities, such as
race and class rather than gender alone. Consequently, women of Color in the U.S. have a
distinct social location within a Western White heteronormative society that results in varying
race and gender dimensions of violence and are often faced with intersecting patterns of sexism
and racism.
Thus, the study of intersectionality requires the consideration of various forms of
marginalization, namely, structural forms of oppression that shape distinct intersectional
locations within society. Gender is not a universal experience (Collins, 2000). In fact, women

23

experience gender very differently as it is shaped though race, class, and other distinctions such
as sexuality, immigrant status, and disability within larger social structures. Importantly,
intersectional scholars argue for a multiplicative of holistic approach rather than an additive
approach. As discussed by Wing (1997), ‘‘The actuality of our layered experience is
multiplicative. Multiply each of my parts together, 1X1X1X1X1, and you have one indivisible
being. If you divide one of these parts from one you still have one’’ (p. 31, emphases in original).
Consequently, identities should be considered holistically rather than as a sum of all parts.
Expansion of Intersectionality to Feminist Psychology
While intersectionality in its pure socio-legal form was developed using long-term
observations of complex social processes and discourse analysis (Crenshaw, 1991), the concept
has since been applied to other disciplines, including sociology, psychology, public health, and
political science. In particular relevance to this dissertation, feminist psychologists have utilized
intersectionality to account for individuals’ experiences situated within larger social structures
that result in varying distributions of marginalization, power, and privilege (Cole, 2009; Bowleg,
2008; Shields, 2008).
In the 2008 special issue of Sex Roles, various psychological scholars summarized their
experiences, struggles, and recommendations for measuring intersectionality. Within the Sex
Roles special issue, Warner (2008) and Bowleg (2008) discussed methodologies best suited for
assessing intersectional experiences. Bowleg (2008) reflected upon her feminist social
psychological research in which she conducted semi-structured interviews with 19 middle-class
highly educated Black lesbian women on a retreat in Southern California about everyday
struggles, resilience, and workforce adversity related to their identities (see Bowleg, Brooks, &
Ritz, 2008; Bowleg, Huang, Brooks, Black, & Burkholder, 2003).
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Women in her study expressed the challenges and stressors associated with their
identities, including multiplicative discrimination from sexism, racism, and heterosexism that
represent multicultural stress (Bowleg et al., 2003). Despite such adversity, participants
discussed strength in relation to a six-step transactional model of resiliency, which outlines the
processes from initial stressors related to prejudice to positive life outcomes by overcoming
challenges and barriers related to prejudice (Kumpfer, 1999). On the other hand, Warner (2008)
more broadly reviewed various qualitative and quantitative social psychological techniques to
summarize the “do’s and don’ts’s” of intersectionality research.
First, Warner (2008) discussed issues underlying deciding which categories to use. As
individuals have varying dimensions of social identity beyond race and class (e.g., gender
identity, religious beliefs, age, ableness, and immigration status), she urged researchers to
carefully identify the dimensions/categories of identity to focus on. Both Warner (2008) and
Bowleg (2008) acknowledged the difficulty in incorporating all potentially related identities in a
single research project. Accordingly, Warner (2008) recommended that researchers must
explicitly state why particular intersections where chosen.
Further, determining what individuals should constitute a comparison group is also a
challenge. Warner (2008) suggested a comparison group in intersectional research is typically
“whose experience is the norm to which other individuals are compared” (p. 456). Because
researchers often study intersectionality to provide understanding those who are marginalized,
dominant social groups such as “White” are commonly unacknowledged (Warner, 2008).
Accordingly, she argued that neglecting the experiences of the dominant group is an issue
because it reinforces their normativity.
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Second, Warner asked, “to what extent does it make sense to consider an overall or
‘master’ category, such as gender, versus considering emergent categories, those that occur once
multiple identities are considered?” (p. 457). Gender and race are commonly used as master
categories because they involve processes that distinguishes individuals through biologically
exclusive characteristics based upon social roles (Warner, 2008). On the other hand, class
division can be considered a master category as it is based on economic processes such as
consumption and production (Warner, 2008). Emergent effects result through the combination of
various master categories. For instance, a woman who is Black may holistically identify as a
woman of Color. Feminist psychologists have argued for a “both/and” approach through which
both master categories and emergent effects are considered through their research (Bowleg,
2008).
In order to overcome difficulties in distinguishing between master and emergent
categories, Warner (2008) encouraged researchers to acknowledge distinct master categories
while also recognizing emergent effects that may occur when such categories intersect. She
recommended a factorial design to test differences between subjects as well as interactions.
However, Bowleg (2008) indicated more caution regarding the use of quantitative data in
intersectional research. She suggested that quantitative methods inherently leads to an additive
approach, which contradicts the goals of intersectionality. Likewise, as positivism underlies
quantitative approaches, which emphasizes singular realities, Bowleg (2008) argued that
quantitative methods contradict intersectionality as the concept seeks to recognize and highlight
the existence of multiple realities. Consequently, particular caution should be taken when using
quantitative methods.
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Finally, Warner (2008) discussed the challenges of measuring social identities as social
structural processes. She emphasized that identity is a process informed by institutional,
political, and societal structures. Consequently, race, class, and gender are not static, stable
categories or roles; rather, they are emergent properties that emerge and diminish in different
manners through social interactions. Accordingly, a review of the socio-historic context behind
such identities is crucial.
Bowleg (2008) also highlighted the importance of understanding the sociohistorical
context when conducting intersectionality research. She recommended that questions about
intersectionality should focus on meaningful constructs such as stress, prejudice, discrimination
rather than relying on demographic questions alone, because identities are socially constructed.
Accordingly, she also advised that researchers adopt an epistemological commitment to situating
their findings within specific historical, social, and cultural contexts whether using qualitative or
quantitative methods.
More recently, Rosenthal (2016) discussed how the incorporation of intersectionality into
psychology should ultimately seek to promote social justice. The individual-level focus of
psychology tends to conflict with structural-level analyses set forth by the developers of
intersectionality (Crenshaw, 1991; Collins, 1995). Nonetheless, individual experiences of
intersectionality include stereotypes and stigma that impact women at an interpersonal-level.
Despite differences in the levels of analysis, Rosenthal (2016) argued that an intersectional
approach can enrich the field of psychology. She provided specific recommendations for
achieving the larger goals of intersectionality related to social justice. These include community
engagement and collaboration, addressing and critiquing societal structures, and attending to
resistance and resiliency. Accordingly, addressing such experiences at the micro-level, with

27

attention to macro-level implications and engagement, can help bring to fruition the initial aims
of intersectionality through psychological research.
In sum, intersectionality is undoubtedly a difficult concept to measure. Warner (2008)
and Bowleg (2008) discussed the challenges in measuring intersectional experiences at the
individual-level. They highlighted three common issues in feminist psychology research:
defining categories, identifying master and emergent distinctions, and the consideration of social
structural contexts. Rosenthal (2016) also discussed how social justice should continue to be an
aim for intersectionality in psychological research. While intersectionality has been incorporated
into various fields, its application is relatively new to criminology and criminal justice.
Intersectional Criminology
Feminist criminologists have recently argued for the importance of considering such
marginalizing characteristics that shape individuals lives holistically, and not merely as control
or demographic variables (e.g., Burgess-Proctor, 2006; Chesney-Lind & Morash, 2013; Potter,
2013, 2015). Indeed, Amanda Burgess-Proctor’s (2006) piece in the first issue of Feminist
Criminology called for the examination of the intersections between race, class, and gender. She
argued that the perspective of multiracial feminism would be most relevant to the future of
feminist criminology as it utilizes an intersectional framework. Various studies have examined
the impact of race and gender on women’s lives that lead to justice-involvement (i.e., Bernard,
2013; Maher, 1997; Chesney-Lind & Morash, 2013; DeCoster & Heimer, 2006; Evans, Forsyth,
& Gauthier, 2002). Likewise, recent qualitative studies have examined the socialization of Black
girls in urban inner-city environments that are often characterized by violence and sexual
harassment (Jones, 2010; Miller, 2008). Their research will be discussed further below.
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Hillary Potter (2006) argued for the recognition of Black women’s distinct experiences in
the study of criminology, coining the term “Black Feminist Criminology” (BFC; her research
will be discussed in full detail below). However, Potter (2013) later noted that a common pattern
strewn throughout her research (2006, 2008) and as well as the research conducted by Arnold
(1990), Richie (1996, 2012), and Jones (2010) “is the way in which Black girls and women
utilize a variety of tactics to survive the violence and abuse they encounter, while simultaneously
faced with many other forms of oppressions and conflicting gendered and raced social
expectations,” (p. 313).
Accordingly, Potter (2013, 2015) since expanded upon BFC by proposing the application
of intersectionality to criminology and criminal justice. She coined the term “intersectional
criminology” and suggested intersectionality can be used as an epistemology to inform crimerelated theory and research to consider power dynamics and intersectional identities, as a theory
to explain crime commission, victimization, and criminal justice responses through an
intersectional lens, or as a perspective to inform communities and the polity about how to better
prevent, control, and respond to acts designated as crimes.
For example, Beth Richie and Potter examined the distinct experiences of Black women
in abusive relationships. First, Richie (1996) developed typologies that were specific to women
who were victims of intimate partner violence, also referred to as “battered women.” Her theory
of gender entrapment described how race, class, and gender coalesce to create social structural
disadvantages particularly for Black women which lead them to criminal activity. She conducted
in-depth interviews with 36 women (26 Battered Black, 5 Non-Battered Black, 6 Battered White)
at Rikers Island Correctional Facility to develop typologies.
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Richie (1996) observed six unique pathways to crime. Three pathways were specifically
observed with only Black battered women. First, women who were “held hostage” included
women whose intimate partner used extreme violence against them and kept them hostage and
isolated. The second group consisted of women who “projected and associated” violence
elsewhere, or more specifically, against men other than their batterers in symbolic retaliation for
their abuse. The third group was “impoverished” women, comprised of those arrested for
property or other economically motivated crimes as a result of their impoverished state.
Two other pathways captured both Black and White battered women. First, there was a
group of women used for sexual exploitation by their intimate partners. These women also
reported prostitution and had higher rates of child and adult sexual abuse. Second, White and
Black battered women fell into a pathway involving fighting back against their abusers, viewing
the act as self-defense.
Lastly, the final pathway observed by Richie (1996) included all three groups of women.
This group was comprised of women who were heavily involved with addiction and whose
primary offenses were drug offenses. Black battered women typically engaged in drug use after
an abusive incident, often as a way to “reconnect” with their abuser. Some of these women also
indicated that they were initially forced to engage in drug use by their batterers. On the other
hand, the non-battered Black women admitted to a more voluntary onset of addiction, while one
White battered woman spoke of her arrest for selling drugs as a way to afford leaving her abuser.
Thus, Richie ultimately argued that intimate partner abuse may compel Black women to crime
through a distinct social context shaped by both gender and race.
Potter (2006, 2008) later expanded upon Richie’s (1996) work through a Black feminist
lens to explore the qualitative accounts of heterosexual Black women by class and education-
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level who had been in abusive intimate relationships. Although Potter’s research did not focus on
women involved in the criminal justice system specifically, her research emphasized how Black
women’s identities impact their responses to intimate partner abuse and how others respond to
Black women subjected to intimate partner abuse.
Specifically, Potter (2006) explained how Black women are often victims of intimate
partner abuse due to subservient identities that stem from individual experiences, Black culture,
family, and broader social structures. For instance, there are often few resources and poor
responses for Black female victims of domestic abuse. Black women also face distinct social
realities due to Black cultural expectation and norms. Although Black women may identify as
strong and independent, they are still expected to be subordinate in which men exert dominance.
In particular, religion and spirituality also have an impact on Black women’s experiences. When
considering the family or intimate relationships, Black women often act as care-takers and are
dependent on others for financial support. Lastly, as individuals, Black women often suffer from
mental health issues stemming from ongoing abuse. They may lash out against batterers in an
effort to cease abuse. Consequently, a consideration of women of Color’s intimate partner
violence must move beyond one’s individual experience to also consider the social forces that
impact such experiences with partner abuse.
As later discussed by Potter (2008), the women in her study did not view themselves as
victims, and being a ‘‘battered woman’’ was not part of their identity. In addition, when using
violence to respond to the violence committed on them by their boyfriends and husbands, the
women did not view themselves as engaging in masculine behaviors. Instead, they believed
themselves to be responsible for protecting themselves, their children, and their property, as they
felt they were left to fight their battles without assistance from others.
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Potter (2008) notes that although the term ‘‘survivor’’ is an accurate way to describe
women who endure, and live through, intimate partner violence, she argued that Black women’s
struggles continue to persist even after the abuse has ended. She used the term ‘‘dynamic
resistance’’ to capture Back women’s “distinctive life-chances, influenced by race, gender,
sexuality, class violence, abuse, and other characteristics, and their dynamic responses to these
life chances” (p. 191) that they continue to experience after intimate partner abuse. She
suggested that Black women in general ‘‘are resisters of racism, colorism, sexism, heterosexism,
and sexualization in the Black community and in general U.S. society’’ which solidifies their
identities as strong Black women (p. 191). Consequently, Black women have distinct cultural
and gendered socialization that affects how they respond to intimate partner violence.
Richie (2012) also expanded upon her original research with a critical assessment of the
outcomes of the violence-against-women movement. She discussed the complexities of how
Black women are viewed by society in comparison to White middle-class women, who are more
often seen as victims who can turn to police or counselors for support. Richie (2012) created a
“male violence matrix” comprised of nine cells that demonstrates how physical assault, sexual
assault, and emotional manipulation occur within the milieu of intimate households, the
community, and the State. As summarized by Potter (2013), Richie’s male violence matrix helps
build an understanding of the distinct social position of Black girls and women and ‘‘highlights
the intersectional relationship between male violence and ideology around race, gender,
sexuality, and class’’ (p. 132).
Notably, Henne and Troshynski (2013) cautioned against the idea that intersectionality
can be universally and easily applied to criminological inquiry. Briefly, they warned against the
tendency within criminology to assign essentialist static determinants to demographic and other
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identifying distinctions, such as gender, race, and class, which conflicts with continuous changes
in persons’ holistic identities shaped by social forces. Further, they suggested that criminology
often does not take into full account the social forces underlying post colonialism that create
distinct contexts for crime. In other words, crime is often taken at face-value rather than carefully
considering the underlying social constructions of crime and criminality, and how such
constructions affect marginalized subpopulations. Hence, the incorporation of intersectionality
into criminology must be done with distinct forethought, and is likely best suited with qualitative
methods.
To summarize, intersectionality involves the recognition of individuals’ distinct socially
constructed identities based upon significant identifiers such as race, gender, and class. Prior
research has primarily focused on the distinct experiences of Black women, as the movement
stemmed from Black feminism. However, intersectionality has been used to examine the diverse
experiences of other marginalized subpopulations as well, such as immigrants, Latinas, and those
with disabilities. Notably, intersectionality emphasizes the importance of understanding how
larger social structures lead to marginalization in individual’s lives. Consequently, those who lie
at the intersections of marginality have distinct experiences related to justice-involvement as
well. This will be discussed in the following section.
Implications for Justice-Involved Women
From an intersectional perspective, it is likely that women have differential experiences
within the justice system based upon their distinct identities across gender, race, social class, and
other distinctions. The current section will explore such implications. Specifically, a discussion
of the social construction of criminality, exposure and access to illegal behavior, and research
examining explicit differential experiences with the justice system are presented.
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Social construction related to criminality. As race is related to perceptions of
criminality, such perceptions and stereotypes extend to women of Color as well. Visher (1983)
proposed that traditional gender norms are more commonly found among White, middle-class
women than in Black, lower-class women. Other research confirmed this as well, as White
women fit gendered norms whereas Black women diverged from gendered expectations due to
stereotypes of “loud” or “angry” Black women (Fordham, 1993; Landrine, 1985). Universal
concepts of “womanhood” are not actually universal, as they typically represent White middleclass women (Scott, 1990). Therefore, Black women do not fit cultural ideas of femininity
(Fordham, 1993; Landrine, 1985).
Common stereotypes relate persons of Color to the underclass, in which they are assumed
to be criminal, violent, drug users, and/or reside on the streets or ghetto (Hurwitz & Peffley,
1997; Peffley et al., 1997). Further, citizens may be more likely to view Black persons in general
as more violent or dangerous, which can further shape perceptions of women of Color (Hurwitz
& Peffley, 1997; Peffley et al., 1997). Stereotypes specific to Black women involve crack
addiction, welfare dependency, and poor motherhood (Beckett, 1994; Kruttschnitt, & CarboneLopez, 2006; Kruttschnitt & Gartner, 2005; Peffley et al., 1997; Roberts, 1991). Further, research
suggested that because Black women, and also Latinas, were often typified as having ganginvolvement and primary users within drug epidemics, that they have been more vulnerable to
increased incarceration under policies enacted during the War on Crime era (1970s-early 2000s)
characterized by punitive policies targeting low-level offenses (Beckett, 1994; Bush-Baskette,
2013; Diáz-Cotto, 2006; Flores, 2016; Harmon & Boppre, 2015; Roman, 2000; Zatz, 1985).
More recent research has confirmed that Black women and Latinas are more likely to be
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presumed criminal, or even violent/dangerous, due to such stereotypes (Dodge, 2002; McCorkel,
2013; Miller, 1996b).
Hence, “doing gender” for women looks different across race (Dodge, 2002), and
unfortunately, the expectation for justice-involvement among women of Color impact justice
outcomes as well (e.g., Koons-Witt et al., 2014). Women of Color’s involvement in the criminal
justice system is socially constructed through perceptions and expectations (Greene, 1991). In
addition to criminal stereotypes, women of Color often reside in communities where crime is
prevalent, further impacting their likelihood of suspicion and justice-involvement.
Exposure and access to illegal behavior. Women of Color often reside in impoverished
communities, where drug use and sales, prostitution, and other criminal behavior are prevalent
(Anderson, 2005; Maher, Dunlap, & Jonson, 2002). Arnold (1990) considered the social forces
of patriarchy, racism, and economic marginality that lead some Black girls and women to engage
in activities deemed criminal or delinquent. In her study of 50 Black women in a city jail and 10
Black women in a state prison, Arnold (1990) found that dimensions of offending and
victimization specific to Black women include patriarchy, family violence, economic
marginality, racism, and miseducation. In particular, she suggests, “To be young, Black, poor,
and female is to be in a high-risk category for victimization and stigmatization on many levels”
(p. 156). In particular, a common theme found from her interviews was women’s ‘‘structural
dislocation’’ from their families and their schools during their formative years.
This dislocation and lack of a stable familial alternative propelled the women into deviant
and delinquent behaviors early in their lives, such as running away from home, thievery, and
truancy. As the women in Arnold’s study continued engaging in criminal activity when they
became adults, addiction to drugs became another obstacle to overcome. Arnold (1990)
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concluded that Black women’s survival strategies become criminalized when the context of their
lives and their structural locations are misunderstood. Therefore, her research demonstrated “the
potency of race, socioeconomic status, and other identifying factors in the women’s lives”
(Potter, 2013, p. 214).
Jody Miller examined girls’ experiences in urban inner city areas through various
qualitative methods. First, Miller (2001) examined a sample of teenage girls in Columbus, OH
and St. Louis, MO who were gang members (n = 49) and non-gang members (n = 46) to provide
an accurate picture of the nature of gang life using semi-structured interviewing. The vast
majority of the gang members were Black (80%) and slightly less were Black in the nongang
sample (72%). The rest of the samples identified as White or bi/multiracial. She found three
common themes through her interviews related to gang involvement: neighborhood and
friendship networks, problems within the family, and the influence of gang-involved family
members. Hence, women in inner-city settings can have decreased access to prosocial networks
due to the increased emphasis of gang culture in such areas.
Miller’s (2008) later ethnographic work highlighted increased the sexual harassment and
abuse Black girls face in impoverished neighborhoods in St. Louis, MO. Such community or
social characteristics influence young girls to take on a tough persona to avoid “getting played.”
This research suggests Black women face a substantial amount of harassment and abuse leading
to a heightened sense of self-protection due to a lack of dependability by the criminal justice
system. Likewise, Jones (2010) explored the lives of Black girls who confront violence daily in
the inner city of Philadelphia, PA. She discussed how the girls manage expectations for being
‘‘good girls’’ in communities and schools that are marked by conflict and require an offensive
posture and even the use of violence for self-protection. Consequently, social identities stemming
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from race and gender begin at a young age and are often shaped by the communities in which
girls reside.
A few studies examined racial differences in women’s involvement in drug-related
crimes related to drug use/abuse. First, Maher (1997) examined how women’s experiences on the
streets of Brooklyn, NY were shaped by gender, race, and class through ethnographic fieldwork.
She found that women often engaged in “sexed work” to support drug use as it was one of the
few viable options for gaining money. However, higher payment was usually given to White sex
workers in comparison to Black women and Latinas. Further, as women participated in streetlevel drug sales, the types of positions given to them varied upon their race. For instance, Latinas
benefited as drugs were largely Dominican-controlled. Consequently, even within illegal
markets, there is variation in opportunity based upon race, gender, and class.
Similarly, Evans and colleagues (2002) conducted 23 life history interviews with women
addicted to crack cocaine to assess crack culture in a suburban area. They found racial and class
differences in women’s strategies for obtaining drugs. Women in their sample tended to rely on
gendered strategies for obtaining drugs that often involved sexual exploitation. However, upperclass women tended to avoid the degradation and abuse lower class women often relied on to
support their drug use. On the other hand, White women were often closed off from the streetmarket because of their race. Therefore, Evans and colleagues’ (2002) research highlights the
intersectional complexities that race, class, and gender exude upon opportunities for criminal
involvement and drug use.
Tammy Anderson’s research (1998, 2005) also highlighted the distinct cultural and
structural factors that contribute to drug use and abuse. Through her cultural-identity theory
(Anderson, 1998), she proposed several micro- meso- and macro- level factors that contribute to
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drug user/abuser identities. Of note, certain factors, such as personal marginalization, and
identification within a drug culture impacts persons of Color’s drug use and abuse (Anderson,
1998). Such factors are likely more common in the lives of women of Color, which may increase
their likelihood to engage in drug-related offenses. Indeed, Anderson (2005) also examined drug
use/abuse specifically with women. She indicated that the neighborhoods poor women and
women of Color reside in likely push women into drug-related offending, due to their distinct
economic challenges and expectations to provide for their children.
The combination of social class and racially specific experiences may also impact
substance abuse and mental health. Indeed, prior research indicates that low-income women face
distinct challenges, including stable housing, negative peer/familial influences, lack of prosocial
support, and victimization (e.g., Banyard, 1993; Banyard & Graham-Bermann, 1998; Bassuk,
1993; Belle, 1990; Browne & Bassuk, 1997; Goodman, 1991; Olson & Banyard, 1993). Rhodes
and Johnson (1997) discussed how the “feminization of poverty,” or increased number of women
as single mothers and sole providers for their children in the face of economic marginalization,
has a distinct impact on women of Color. They stated, “The overrepresentation of AfricanAmerican women in poverty places them at higher risk for addiction and further restricts access
to treatment” (p. 28). They suggested that Black women often use drugs to escape economic and
social marginality and individual feelings of powerlessness and alienation. Therefore, as women
of Color disproportionately come from impoverished backgrounds, it is crucial to also consider
social class as it affects the onset of substance abuse as well as access to treatment upon release.
In sum, women of Color often reside in areas where crime and violence are normalized.
For instance, pre-established hierarchies leave women of Color in vulnerable positions for
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increased imprisonment in comparison to White women as they often reside in impoverished
communities with increased social control through increased patrol and surveillance methods.
Such areas are also those that are most often patrolled and surveilled by police (Harcourt,
2009). However, prior research has largely focused on men or lumped genders together when
examining the effects and prevalence of racial profiling (e.g., Birzer & Smith-Mahdi, 2006;
Bonner, 2018; Dixon, Schell, Giles, & Drogos, 2008). Although Black women report less
experiences of racial profiling than Black men (Barlow & Hickman Barlow, 2002; Weitzer &
Tuch, 2002), it is certainly likely that they experience racial profiling more so than White women
(Birzer & Smith-Mahdi, 2006; Evans et al., 2018).
The chivalry hypothesis (Thomas, 1907) implies that female suspects are given
preferential treatment in the criminal justice process for “displaying appropriate sex-role
behaviors” (Visher 1983, p. 6). However, the chivalry effect may not extend to Black women in
police encounters (Simpson, 1989; Visher, 1983). Visher (1983) conducted observational
research on arrests by police in various cities. She found that White female suspects who were
older and submissive receive the preferential treatment afforded by chivalry whereas Black
women were more likely to be arrested. She asserted that this difference was likely to due to
gendered expectations, in which the older White female suspects fit middle-class expectations
for how women should behave.
Sharma (2003) provided case studies involving Black and Latina women subjected to
racial profiling. She suggested the War on Drugs likely led to increased suspicion of women of
Color. Notable examples include suspicion for drug paraphernalia and subsequent searches while
traveling (driving or flying). Further, a recent report by Johnson and colleagues (2017) revealed
that Black women are significantly more likely to have police interactions that result in excessive
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use of force. Ultimately, more research is needed to fully understand racial profiling with women
of Color.
Differential treatment by courts and corrections. Although there is lack of research on
racial profiling with women, a few studies have examined racial differences in criminal justice
outcomes in the judicial and correctional system. Research has shown women as a whole are
sentenced more leniently than men, likely due to the use of perceptual shortcuts and beliefs about
female defendants (Steffensmeier et al., 1998). As summarized by Rodriguez and colleagues
(2006), the chivalry thesis holds that gendered stereotypes about both women and men affect
sentencing outcomes. The chivalry thesis, also called paternalism, contends that women are
stereotyped as innocent or less dangerous, and therefore are perceived as less blameworthy or
responsible for their criminal involvement (Thomas, 1907; Koons-Witt et al., 2014).
Accordingly, when these stereotypes play out in the criminal justice system, they result in
preferential treatment for women from predominantly male police, district attorneys, and judges,
who act paternalistic in order to protect women from additional harm. Albonetti (1991) described
how judges may use “casual attribution,” in which both personal and environmental factors are
taken into account, including common stereotypes. Judges' beliefs that women are more likely to
have informal social controls, and that the "social costs" of incarceration are higher for female
offenders (Albonetti, 1991; Daly, 1989). Consequently, women who exhibit "traditional sex-role
behaviors” (e.g., being married, having children) are treated more leniently (Daly, 1989;
Freiburger & Hillinski, 2013; Kruttschnitt & Green, 1984; Kruttschnitt & Gartner, 2005). Under
the chivalry effect, women are thought to be less dangerous, less blameworthy, recidivate less,
and more likely to be deterred than men (Albonetti, 1991; Bontrager et al., 2013; Spohn, 1999).
Therefore, they do not need to be sentenced as harshly as men.
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Indeed, a recent meta-analysis revealed that women receive more lenient sentences in
comparison to men (Bontrager, Barrick, & Stupi, 2013). However, the chivalry effect has
decreased since the 2000s, reflecting a nationwide trend in the increased use of incarceration
with women (Chesney-Lind & Pasko, 2013). Bontrager and colleagues (2013) presumed the
decline of the chivalry effect was due to the enactment of sentencing reforms, which decreased
judicial discretion.
Chivalry is only applied to women who do not seriously violate gender norms (i.e.,
nonviolent offenses in comparison to violent offenses). Women who commit violent offenses
may actually be sentenced more harshly under the “evil woman thesis.” This is because violent
crime or extensive criminal history is considered a major violation of gendered norms, that
women are docile, polite, and nonviolent (Crew, 1991; Farnworth & Teske, 1995; Koons-Witt et
al., 2014; Spohn, 1999; Tillyer, Hartley, & Ward, 2015).
Such leniency effects may not be equal across race. Because women of Color are often
treated more harshly by the criminal justice system, (Belknap, 2015; Brennan, 2006; ChesneyLind, 1989; Franklin & Fearn, 2008; Rafter, 1990), they do not benefit from the same leniency
effects as White women (for exceptions, see Koons-Witt, 2002; Frieburger, 2010; Spohn &
Beichner, 2000). Based upon feminist research mentioned at the beginning of this chapter,
differential treatment by the judicial system may reflect society’s view of women of Color, as
angry, criminal, and less aligned with traditional gendered norms (Fordham, 1993; Landrine,
1985; Peffley et al., 1997; Scott, 1990).
Indeed, Zingraff and Thomson (1984) suggested Black women are treated differently due
to differing gender expectations. “Good” women who exemplified traditional feminine qualities
(e.g., passive, gentle, emotional) were viewed as in need of protection, whereas women who
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violated this ideal by appearing aggressive, deceitful, nonmaternal, or masculine were deemed
“bad” and therefore not worthy of chivalry or protection (Zingraff & Thomson, 1984). Zingraff
and Thomson (1984) found that Black women were more often portrayed as falling outside the
“good” woman archetype. Consequently, women of Color, particularly Black women, may be
viewed differently by judicial decision-makers, leading to harsher sentencing decisions.
Farnworth and Teske (1995) coined the term “selective chivalry” to describe the
differential sentencing of women across race. They theorized that White women are treated more
leniently by the judiciary because they represent White middle-class standards of gender in
contrast to Black women. Their study results indicated that White women were more likely to
receive charge reductions than any other demographic subgroup. Therefore, chivalry is used
selectively, to the advantage of White women.
Indeed, Stacey and Spohn (2006) tested the evil woman hypothesis in sentencing
outcomes for violent crimes. Although women in general were sentenced more leniently, White
women were treated more leniently than Black women. Thus, chivalry and the evil woman theses
may have varying effects across race, as chivalry is used selectively by judicial decision-makers.
A few studies have examined the interactional effects of race and gender on sentencing
outcomes, however, with mixed and sometimes contradictory findings. Some research suggests
Black women were less likely to receive the benefits of downward departures for drug offenses
(Albonetti, 1997, 2002; Crow & Kunselman, 2009) as well other various offenses (e.g., theft,
forgery, homicide; Koons-Witt et al., 2014). Further, Black women were less likely to receive
charge dismissals and more likely to go to prison for violent crimes (Spears & Spohn, 1997) and
received harsher sentences in comparison to White female defendants despite the enactment of
federal sentencing guidelines (Freiburger & Hillinski, 2013; Mustard, 2001) and other state
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sentencing reforms (Crow & Kunselman, 2009; Steffensmeier et al., 1998). Nonetheless, some
research has found the opposite effect as Black women actually receive the most preferential
treatment (e.g., Spohn & Beichner, 2000; Steffensmeier & Demuth, 2006) or that there is no
significant difference between minority and White female defendants (Koons-Witt, 2002;
Frieburger, 2010).
In particular, gender and race/ethnicity can condition the effects of guideline departures,
guilty pleas, offense seriousness, and criminal history on sentence severity (Albonetti, 1997,
2002; Spears & Spohn, 1997). Brennan (2006) found that race indirectly affected women’s
sentences through offense severity, prior record, community ties, and social–economic status, as
Black and Latina women were more likely to receive jail sentences. On the other hand, similar
characteristics such as criminal history (Freiburger & Hillinski, 2013; Koons-Witt et al., 2014;
Tillyer, et al., 2015), marital status or familial involvement (Bickel & Peterson, 1991; Freiburger,
2010; Griffin & Wooldredge, 2006; Herzog & Oreg, 2008; Koons-Witt, 2002), the type of
departure (Freiburger & Hillinski, 2013; Spears & Spohn, 1997), and type of offense (Crow &
Kunselman, 2009; Freiburger & Hillinski, 2013; Koons-Witt et al., 2014) can condition
disparities in sentencing outcomes.
Further, Bickel and Peterson (1991) found that White women were sentenced more
leniently merely if they were emotionally involved with their children. Black women, on the
other hand, had to be effectively performing their maternal role to experience leniency. The
authors suggested that Black women did not receive leniency because they actually represented
the stereotypical criminal, as “expected crime-types,” in contrast to White women. Thus, the
interactional effects of race and gender vary, as perceptions of Black women’s alignment with
traditional gendered expectations varies from that of White women (Britton, 2011).
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Only a few studies to-date have examined the macro-level effects of sentencing reforms
on racial disparities in female imprisonment (Feinman, 1994; Koons-Witt, 2002). In general,
scholars voiced concern over the enactment of sentencing reforms, as they placed less
consideration on mitigating factors, which could greatly increase the number of women
incarcerated (Koons-Witt, 2002; Nagel & Johnson, 1994). However, the negative consequences,
and unintended increase may not have been equal across all women. Prior research suggests
women of Color, namely Black women, have been incarcerated at a higher rate than White
women, particularly for nonviolent (i.e., drug and property) crimes (e.g., Crow & Kunselman,
2009; Feinman, 1994; Harmon & Boppre, 2015; Mauer & Hurling, 1995). Daly and Tonry
(1997) argued, “An ironic result of sentencing reform is that in the name of a restricted notion of
equality with men, more women (especially Black women) are being incarcerated than ever
before” (p. 241).
Although existing research is scant, it supports the notion that Black women have
continued to be imprisoned at a higher rate than their White counterparts since the enactment of
various reforms and that in some cases there is evidence that their rates have increased. KoonsWitt (2002) sought to determine whether presumptive sentencing guidelines in Minnesota have
affected female imprisonment. She hypothesized that women and more specifically, women with
children, would be sentenced more leniently, during the pre-guidelines period as judges exercised
a good amount of discretion during that time. Using nonviolent felony imprisonment data, she
compared imprisonment in Minnesota for three different times: pre-guideline (1977-1978), early
guideline (1981-1982), and later guideline (1983-1984) periods.
The results indicated that prior offense significantly increased the odds of imprisonment
at all periods, which was expected as the guidelines were intended to place more focus on prior
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offenses. However, Koons-Witt (2002) found that gender did not have a significant impact on
sentencing outcomes during any era, suggesting that sentencing practices remained fairly
constant when comparing male and female imprisonment. Nevertheless, having children
significantly lowered the odds of imprisonment during the pre-and early-guidelines period, yet
not during the late-guidelines era, suggesting that judges still weighed familial circumstances at
first, but began to weigh such factors less as the Minnesota sentencing guidelines specifically
advise against it.
While her study primarily operated at the individual-level, Koons-Witt (2002) also
provided comparisons of the likelihood of incarceration across intersectional subgroups. When
examining the probability of incarceration by race and gender in each of the eras, Koons-Witt
(2002) found increased probability of incarceration for White women during the pre-guideline
(.079) and early guideline (.192) eras in comparison to women of Color during the pre-guidelines
(.027) and early guideline (.140) eras. However, the probability of incarceration increased for
women of Color (.048) during the later guidelines era in comparison to White female offenders
(.039), which decreased at a higher rate. As such, women of Color experienced the highest
proportional change in incarceration (+4.19) from 1978-1984 in comparison to White men
(+1.40), White women (+1.43), and men of Color (+3.94).
Similarly, Feinman (1994) examined the effects of mandatory imprisonment for drug
offenses and second felony convictions in relation to the enactment of mandatory minimums in
the state of Florida after their implementation. Feinman (1994) purported that the increase in
women incarcerated for drug offenses from 1983 to 1991 in Florida can be attributed, in part, to
the mandatory sentencing for drug offenses, mandatory sentencing for second felony convictions,
and more women getting involved in both the use/possession and sale of drugs, especially the
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inexpensive, easy-to-produce “crack” cocaine. In particular, the results indicated that the
percentage of females incarcerated for drug offenses under mandatory offender laws increased
for all females between 1983 and 1994; however, the increase for Black women (40.5% to 54%)
was higher than that of White women (44% to 54%).
More recent nationwide studies also confirmed that Black women experienced a stark
increase in imprisonment stemming from get-tough policies during the 1980s. Due to this large
increase, Harmon and Boppre (2015) demonstrated that the increase in Black women’s
incarceration rates were even higher than that of White women, particularly for drug and
property offenses. A subsequent study by Boppre and Harmon (2017) measured the macro-level
impact of six main state-level sentencing reforms on racial disparities in female imprisonment
through panel regression modeling on 40 states from 1983 to 2008. Their final models indicated
that four types of sentencing reforms had unintended perverse effects on racial disparities in
prison admissions while truth in sentencing laws increased racial disparities in time-served.
Eighteen combinations of sentencing reforms also significantly impacted disparities in female
imprisonment. Overall, Black women have been disproportionately incarcerated compared to
their White counterparts, and the enactment of certain sentencing reforms have contributed to
disparities over the past 40 years.
Only a few studies have examined disparities in sentencing and imprisonment outcomes.
This research has solely focused on Black women, finding that Black women are sentenced more
harshly and have experienced increased rates of incarceration. Such research can guide the
advancement of understanding whether such effects exist among female imprisonment more
specifically. However, some research suggests that once women are incarcerated, their
experiences within the correctional system may vary across race as well. Crenshaw (2012)
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recently highlighted the social consequences of mass incarceration specifically for Black women.
She argued that the disproportionate effects of mass incarceration stem from historic social and
institutional racism and sexism that persist within the justice system.
A few studies began to adopt an intersectional approach in understanding women’s
experiences with the correctional system. For example, Pollack (2000) used life history
interviews and focus groups with 15 federally sentenced women in Canada (five Black, seven
Caucasian, two Bicultural [Aboriginal and Caucasian] and one Aboriginal) to examine the
relationship between women’s experiences of oppression and lawbreaking. She sought to
illustrate the social embeddedness of individual choice and decision-making with a particular
focus on women’s experiences at the intersections of race, class, gender and sexuality. She found
that White women tended to relate more to programming aimed at building self-esteem and
empowerment than Aboriginal or Black women. Further, Black women’s narratives described
how racism circumscribed the choices available to them. Thus, Pollack’s (2000) study
highlighted the idea that women may be constrained by their social situations and treatment may
not be applicable across various subgroups.
As Pollack’s (2000) study portrayed the cultural isolation and exclusion women prisoners
experience due to gender, class, and racial oppression, Owen and colleagues’ (2017) further
argued that such marginalization is heightened in prison. They examined inequality in prison
through self-reports, interviews, focus groups, and official reports. They found that inequality is
amplified in prison among marginalized women through decreased access to prison capital (i.e.,
resources to maintain safety while incarcerated). They also found that marginalized women were
treated more harshly by staff and peers.
Similarly, McCorkel (2013) used an ethnographic approach to examine a women’s drug
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treatment center. She found that the staff treated Black women more harshly in comparison to
White women. Their unequal treatment was based on conceptions that were racially categorized.
Specifically, White women were seen as victims of circumstance and less blameworthy for their
crimes. On the other hand, Black women were viewed as the “true criminals” with stereotypes of
Black women as “crack hos” or “welfare queens” who contributed to a crime epidemic. Thus, the
disproportionately harsh treatment of women of Color predicated by stereotypes and implicit
biases can extend to correctional treatment environments as well. Consequently, women of Color
face distinct challenges in society, and even more so once they are involved in the correctional
system.
A major contention within correctional strategies for women is the level of personal
agency women have given their criminogenic environment (see Pollack, 2000). This argument is
particularly important when considering women of Color often come from impoverished
backgrounds and live in urban inner-city neighborhoods in comparison to their White
counterparts (Diaz-Cotto, 2006; Rhodes & Johnson, 1997). These environments place distinct
challenges and strain on women to live a prosocial life. In particular, these environments can
increase social pressures and, subsequently, the likelihood for criminal involvement through
increased crime networks, lack of social support, or social capital, as well as economic
marginalization. As discussed in detail by Sered and Norton-Hawk (2014), the “American
Dream” elicits the idea that every citizen has a fair chance at attaining capitalistic success.
Nonetheless, those who are raised in broken homes in impoverished neighborhoods are at a stark
disadvantage towards achieving that dream (Sered & Norton-Hawke, 2014).
Again, Pollock (2000, 2009) explored the issue of agency in her dissertation research.
She conducted interviews and focus groups with women prisoners in a women-centered
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empowerment program Creating Choices in a women’s federal prison in Canada. Based upon
her findings, she noted that individualizing the causes of criminal involvement to low self-esteem
and irrational thinking neglected the social forces, particularly oppression, that lead Black and
Aboriginal women into the justice system. As such treatment programs are developed by White
middle class women, women of Color’s experiences are discounted and “further perpetuates their
outsider status” (Pollack, 2000, p. i).
Indeed, Bernard’s (2013) qualitative case study highlighted the strain experienced in
women of Color’s lives when societal goals are unattainable due to decreased access to
normative opportunities resulting from marginalization. Based upon the experiences of a young
Afro-Caribbean woman who was incarcerated for a drug-related crime, she argued that women
of Color may not truly have personal agency given the social structures (poverty, discrimination
based on race and gender) to attain prosocial goals. Bernard argued that her participant’s unique
social location, shaped by a history of sexual and physical abuse, family disruption, and
marginalization from social, educational, and economic resources and support limited her
options for gainful employment, which led her into drug trafficking to survive.
The environments in which women of Color entered the system from are often the ones
they return to. Although the communities and environments women of Color return home to are
often more disadvantaged than their White counterparts, responsibility for rehabilitation is still
left to the individual (Pollack, 2008; Russell & Carlton, 2013). Using a large, diverse sample of
women released from prison (n = 506), Huebner, DeJong, and Cobbina (2010) examined reentry
among women on community supervision. In general, they found that women with drug
dependency, less education, and extensive criminal histories were more likely to fail on parole
and to recidivate more quickly during the eight-year follow-up period. However, they found that
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drug use had a stronger effect on the post-release outcomes for Black women. Notably, their
results also revealed differences in the neighborhood conditions across White women and Black
women. Black women more often returned to disadvantaged communities (i.e., urban, crimeridden), which ultimately increased recidivism.
Cobbina and colleagues’ (2014) mixed method research also revealed that the
communities women of Color enter upon release also have implications for successful
reintegration into society (see also Huebner et al., 2010). When women of Color are released
from prison, they often live in disadvantaged areas with concentrated poverty and racialized
segregation that also makes successful reentry more difficult. These communal factors lead to
decreased social capital, or prosocial networks, for women of Color, in particular. Thus, women
of Color may experience distinct barriers to reentry in part due to the communities they reside in,
yet responsibility for rehabilitation is at the individual-level.
In sum, prior research has examined the distinct experiences of women of Color,
primarily Black women, in relation to justice-involvement. This body of research reveals
structural factors that impact marginalization, and ultimately contact with the justice system.
Such findings contradict with the individualized focus of sentencing and correctional practices in
the U.S. Accordingly, it is vital to employ an intersectional approach when examining racial
differences in women’s justice-involvement.

50

Chapter 3: Site Selection and Context
This dissertation was conducted with women on supervision in the state of Oregon in the
United States. Oregon was chosen for this dissertation mainly because the primary researcher has
a long-standing relationship with the Oregon Department of Corrections (ODOC) and
Multnomah County Department of Community Justice (DCJ). The current chapter will provide
an overview of the correctional population in Oregon, the socio-political context, and finally the
organizational culture of correctional agencies.
The Correctional Population
Similar to the rest of the United States, women represent a small portion of the prison
population in Oregon – 8% as of 2016 (Oregon Department of Corrections, 2016). Table 1
presents demographic characteristics for women under correctional supervision in Oregon. Of
the 8,594 women, the majority were on felony probation (4,903, 57.1%) followed by parole/postprison supervision (2,256; 26.2%). Notably, women of Color comprise a relatively small
proportion of the correctional population.
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Table 1. Oregon Department of Corrections Female Population Demographics (November 1,
2016)

Total
Age
18-24 years old
25-30 years old
31-45 years old
46-60 years old
61 years and older
Race
White
Black
Latina
Asian American
Native American
Pacific Islander
Unknown
Offense Type
Person
Property
Statute
Other

Felony
Probation
N
%
4,903 57.1
734
1,071
2,048
931
114

15.0
21.8
41.8
19.0
2.3

Local
Prison
Parole/PPS
Total
Control
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
151 1.7 1,301 15.1 2,256 26.2 8,594 100
22
52
60
17
0

14.6
34.4
39.7
11.3
0.0

99 7.6 225 10.0 1,080 12.6
286 22 533 23.6 1,942 22.6
637 49.0 1,025 45.4 3770 43.9
243 18.7 428 19.0 1,619 18.8
36 2.8
44 2.0
0 0.0

4,310 87.9
239 4.9
192 3.9
59 1.2
90 1.8
2 0.0
11 0.2

133 88.1 1,097 84.3 1,984 87.9 7,524 87.5
4 2.6
93 7.1 104 4.6 440 5.1
11 7.3
51 3.9
80 3.5 334 3.9
1 0.7
21 1.6
18 0.8
99 1.2
2 1.3
39 3.0
66 2.9 197 2.3
0 0.0
0 0.0
0 0.0
0 0.0
0 0.0
0 0.0
4 0.2
0 0.0

897 18.3
1,452 29.6
2,554 52.1
0 0.0

12 7.9
38 25.2
101 66.9
0 0.0

551 42.4 582 25.8 2,042 23.8
504 38.7 655 29.0 2,649 30.8
239 18.4 1,019 45.2 3,913 45.5
7 0.5
0 0.0
0 0.0

The number of women incarcerated in the U.S. has increased dramatically since 1970
(Chesney-Lind & Pasko, 2013). Oregon was no exception as the female prison population nearly
doubled from 646 in 2002 to 1,290 in 2017 (Woodworth, 2017). Oregon has one women’s prison
located in Wilsonville, Northwestern Oregon: Coffee Creek Correctional Facility (CCCF). CCCF
faced overcrowding in 2016, with an all-time high of 1,315 female inmates – 35 inmates above
capacity in 2016 (Crombie, 2016).
Similar to the rest of the nation (Clear & Frost, 2013; Tonry, 2011), Oregon has also
experienced disproportionate justice-involvement of minority citizens. In 2010, the Prison Policy
Initiative released its findings regarding racial disparities in states across the nation by
comparing the number of those incarcerated (men and women) to the number of those in the
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general population across race. As depicted in Figure 1 the largest disparities exist for Black
persons, followed by Latinx and Native Americans. Likewise, Multnomah County experienced
similar disparities in their jail population (Bernstein, 2016). Important to correctional contexts,
recidivism rates for probation revocations were higher for people of Color than Whites in Oregon
(Breaux, Bernard, Ho, & Janetta, 2014). However, prior descriptive studies have only examined
racial disparities in total imprisonment and recidivism and has not examined racial disparities
across gender.
Figure 1. Racial Disparities in Oregon – 2010
White Incarcerated

69%
78%

White Total
Latinx Incarcerated

16%

Latinx Total

12%
10%

Black Incarcerated
Black Total
Native American Incarcerated
Native American Total

2%
3%
1%

Data Source: Prison Policy Initiative, 2010

To summarize, Oregon’s correctional population is similar to that of the rest of the
nation, with a small but heavily growing number of women. Women of Color represent a
relatively small proportion of the correctional population. Persons of Color as a whole have been
disproportionately over-represented in comparison to the general population. Thus, it is
important to examine whether such disparities exist among female prisoners. The following
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section will discuss the socio-political climate in Oregon that has impacted race relations and
crime control policies.
Socio-Political Context
Oregon has a distinct socio-political context. First, Oregon is considered one of the most
politically liberal states in the nation with a relatively high level of civic engagement (Gray &
Hanson, 2004; Mapes, 2014). This is most reflected in the urban Multnomah County where
Portland is located (Mapes, 2014). For instance, Oregon is one of the few states to legalize
marijuana (Goggin, 2016). Also, Oregon was the first state to implement the direct democracy
political structure, which provides the public the right to put forth ballot initiatives (Schuman,
1994).
Despite the progressive and liberal nature of Oregon, there have been reports of racial
injustice and systemic racism. Oregon was a slave state and enacted Black exclusion laws (laws
explicitly preventing people of Color from residing in Oregon in the 1800s (Janmohamed, 2017).
Oregon was ranked as “The Whitest City in America,” which Selmuels (2016) argued led to
subtle forms of racism, including displacement through gentrification of historically Black
communities. As a whole, the population in Oregon is predominantly White (nearly 90%), and
Black and Latinx populations have not risen substantially since 1980 (U.S. Census Bureau,
2016).
Black people in Oregon were subjected to a history of residential displacement,
particularly to North Portland (Stephan, 2017). In 1967, the Albina Riot incited as part of a
nationwide response to racial injustice (Brown, Zielinski, & Jardine, 2017). More recent reports
involve active White supremacist groups and White nationalist rallies (Janmohamed, 2017;
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Stephan, 2017; Semuels, 2016). Racial disparities in arrests, convictions, and imprisonment
continue to persist as well (Young, 2017). Thus, Oregon has a history of racial tension.
Moreover, Oregon citizens have historically supported Get-Tough policy initiatives.
Oregon’s punishment rate—the ratio of inmates to crime—increased by 214% between 1983 and
2013 (Pew Charitable Trusts, 2016). Similar to the rest of the U.S., Oregon utilized
indeterminate sentencing and then underwent punitive sentencing shifts (Sundt, Schwaeble, &
Merritt, 2017). Oregon adopted presumptive sentencing guidelines in 1989 (Yoshimoto, 2017).
Similar to federal sentencing and Minnesota’s presumptive sentencing structure, Oregon
developed a sentencing grid based upon crime seriousness and criminal history, prescribing
minimum sentence lengths and maximum departures. Drug crimes had their own sentencing grid
as well (Taylor, 2008). As summarized by Taylor (2008), the 1989 Legislative Assembly
implemented sentencing guidelines in order to achieve four goals: proportional sentencing
(sentence severity should meet the severity of the crime), truth in sentencing to avoid early
release, sentencing uniformity in order to reduce disparities, and maintenance of the correctional
capacity. In 1999, the Repeat Property Offender statute also passed (ORS 137.717) to enhance,
or increase, minimum sentences for repeat property offenders (Taylor, 2008).
Oregon since passed several ballot measures put forth by a single politically-motivated
crime victims group that imposed mandatory minimum sentences for various offenses. Two
ballot measures have received considerable attention due to the massive increase in incarceration
following their implementation. Ballot Measure 11 was spearheaded by Crime Victims United of
Oregon, a local organization, and Republican representative Kevin Mannix (Zaitz, 2012).
Oregon passed Ballot Measure 11 in 1994 with modifications in 1995, which required that
individuals convicted of 1 of 21 crimes (Pornographic Exploitation of a Child, Compelling
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Prostitution, Sexual Abuse I, Unlawful Sexual Penetration II, Sodomy II, Rape II, Manslaughter
II, Arson I with Threat of Serious Injury, Robbery I, Kidnapping I, Assault I, Conspiracy to
Commit Murder, Attempted Murder, Unlawful Sexual Penetration I, Sodomy I, Rape I,
Manslaughter I, Conspiracy to Commit Aggravated Murder, Attempted Aggravated Murder, and
Aggravated Murder) serve a mandatory minimum prison sentence that ranged from 70 to 300
months; prohibited “earned time” for early release; and mandated automatic transfer of juveniles
15 and older to adult court charged with certain violent offenses (Merritt, Fain, & Turner, 2006).
There was no possibility of a downward departure for Measure 11 offenses. However, two later
House Bills in 1999 and 2001 allowed for departures from the mandatory minimum sentence for
certain Manslaughter II convictions and for certain Rape II, Sodomy II, Sexual Penetration II,
and Sexual Abuse I convictions. Measure 11 received considerable doubt when the number of
those incarcerated greatly rose and prison expenditures skyrocketed (Zaitz, 2012).
In 2008, Kevin Mannix and Crime Victims United of Oregon drafted an additional
sentencing reform, Ballot Measure 61, proposing lengthy mandatory minimum sentences for
first-time drug and property crimes, particularly identity theft. This was problematic as 44% of
women’s convictions in Oregon at that time were for identity theft, which would have led
Oregon into an even great increase in female imprisonment (Morris, 2008). An alternate bill,
Ballot Measure 57, was proposed and passed in 2008, increasing the terms of imprisonment for
persons convicted of specified drug trafficking and manufacturing (methamphetamine, heroin,
ecstasy, and cocaine) and repeat property crimes as well as identity theft. The law also mandated
drug treatment programming to certain offenders and to obtain grants to provide supplemental
funding to local governments for treatment purposes (Yoshimoto, 2017). Measure 57 allows for
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downward departures under certain situations but is largely restrictive. Measure 57 was
suspended for two years from 2010 to 2012 due to a budget crisis (Yoshimoto, 2017).
The passage of Measures 11 and 57, both presumptive sentencing reforms, widened the
net of offenders who were eligible for incarceration and lengthy prison terms. In particular, the
passage of punitive sentencing policies targeting non-violent offenses, like Measure 57, have
contributed to the large increase in female imprisonment nationwide over the past four decades
(Chesney-Lind & Pasko, 2013). HerStoryOregon, a nonprofit organization, recently published a
report: Unlocking Measure 57 discussing the impact Measure 57 has had specifically on women
(Yoshimoto, 2017). As 50% of women’s offenses are property-related, Measure 57 has had a
larger impact on female imprisonment and length of stay in comparison to men (Yoshimoto,
2017).
Since the mid-1980s, ODOC increased expenditures by 209% with its department
accounting for 53% of all public safety spending (Prison Legal News, 2013). Oregon began
adopting evidence-based policies in the 2000s in an effort to reduce the incarcerated population,
and the financial costs associated with mass incarceration. In 2003, Oregon passed Senate Bill
267 requiring human service agencies (including criminal justice, behavioral health, and child
welfare) to spend at least 75% of state funds on cost-effective, evidence-based programs. Oregon
is now considered a national leader for implementing evidence-based policies on the back end of
their criminal justice system, in corrections (Dube & White, 2017). However, Oregon continues
to over-incarcerate, in part, due to the direct democracy process and the public’s will to pass
ballot initiatives that create mandatory minimums and sentencing enhancements without
additional budget allocations.
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In response to their high incarceration rates, in 2011, Oregon began adopting Justice
Reinvestment reform efforts to reduce recidivism and public spending. The money saved by
reducing the prison population is meant to be used in these high stake or high incarceration
counties, to begin to repair the negative consequences of mass incarceration and ultimately, to
prevent crime. In 2013, an amended version of HB 3194 (HB 3194-A) passed and modified prior
mandatory minimum sentencing guidelines, extended transitional leave, and created a justice
reinvestment grant program to support county efforts to reduce recidivism and expenditures.
Multnomah County implemented its own Justice Reinvestment Program (MCJRP) as well.
Recently, House Bill 3078, more commonly known as The Safety and Savings Act, was a
bipartisan criminal justice reform developed by The Partnership for Safety and Justice and
passed in in 2017 (Gad, Lundell, & Armstrong, 2018). The Safety and Savings Act lowered
presumptive sentences for certain property crimes, expanded the Family Sentencing Alternative
Program to keep more eligible families together, and extended transition leave to 120 days for
people convicted of certain crimes (Gad, 2017). The Safety and Savings Act was drafted
specifically to address the increase in incarceration rates among women for property crimes and
prevent opening another prison in response to overcrowding (Gad, 2017). The law also invested
in local community supervision and treatment and expanded services for crime survivors.
However, the law was struck down in February by a panel of three judges following a civil case
filed by conservative, and well-known proponent of Get-Tough policies, Clackamas County
District Attorney John Foote (Gad et al., 2018).
To summarize, Oregon has a history of racial injustice and underwent similar punitive
sentencing reforms as the rest of the nation. These “reforms” have had significant consequences,
including spending increases, overcrowding, and increases in female imprisonment. However, no
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studies have examined whether these measures have disproportionately impacted women of
Color. While Oregon as a whole has a distinct socio-political culture, so its correctional
organizations have distinct organizational cultures as well.
Organizational Culture of Correctional Agencies
The organizational culture of corrections in Oregon aligns with the state’s overarching
mission for progressive policies and evidence-based practices (Dube & White, 2017). In Oregon,
probation and parole are combined and community corrections is a function of state government
(Boppre, Sundt, & Salisbury, 2017). Statewide leadership and administrative support for countylevel agencies is provided by the ODOC Community Corrections Division. Importantly,
community supervision officers are “Probation/Parole Officers” (PPOs). PPOs oversee both
probation, parole, and post-prison supervision caseloads. Accordingly, the Community
Corrections Division has adopted various evidence-based rehabilitative efforts, including the
Risk-Need-Responsivity (RNR) model (Andrews & Bonta, 2010) and the Effective Practices in
Community Supervision (EPICS) model (Salisbury, Boppre, & Sundt, 2017). Key to these
adoptions include the use of validated actuarial risk assessments (i.e., LS/CMI [Level of
Service/Case Management Inventory; Andrews, Bonta, & Wormith, 2000]) motivational
interviewing (Miller & Rollnick, 2012), an emphasis on the therapeutic alliance, and cognitive
behavioral/social learning approaches (Salisbury et al., 2017).
Oregon has also enacted gender-responsive correctional strategies (Bloom, Owen, &
Covington, 2003). Jeff Hanson, Division of Community Corrections Coordinator, noted that due
to the increase in female imprisonment, women now constitute approximately 1/3 of those on
community supervision in Oregon (personal communication, March 27, 2018). Consequently,
Oregon began a nearly statewide implementation of the Women’s Risk Need Assessment

59

(WRNA; see Salisbury, Boppre, & Kelly, 2016; Van Voorhis, Salisbury, Wright, & Bauman,
2008) in 2015, one of the only women’s-specific risk/need assessment tools. The Division of
Community Corrections has made several specific efforts toward increasing programming for
women. The Division adopted a pilot program called the Family Sentencing Alternative Pilot
Program (FSAPP) in five counties: Marion, Multnomah, Washington, Jackson, and Deschutes (J.
Hanson, personal communication, March 27, 2018). FSAPP is designed to divert women with
dependent children from state incarceration and involves intensive supervision in the community
coupled with wrap-around services and a highly collaborative approach with local DHS offices.
Statewide, Oregon community corrections agencies have adopted alcohol and drug treatment,
cognitive groups, sex offender therapy, and domestic violence programs specifically for women
(J. Hanson, personal communication, March 27, 2018). They’ve also adopted an evidence-based
women’s-specific cognitive behavioral group called Moving On (Van Dieten & MacKenna,
2001; J. Hanson, personal communication, March 27, 2018).
Many counties have gender-specific caseloads, however, the case management differs
from location to location (J. Hanson, personal communication, March 27, 2018). Multnomah
County Department of Community Justice are preparing to implement the Pathways to Change
model that uses a women’s-specific case management approach that is intended to be linked with
the WRNA (Bauman Consulting Group ; J. Hanson, personal communication, March 27, 2018).
2

Most counties have female/family housing available and recognize the need to put resources
towards this such resources for women (J. Hanson, personal communication, March 27, 2018).

2

Pathways to Change is available here: http://baumanconsultinggroup.com/products/
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However, mental health and trauma-informed services are not implemented uniformly or
consistently across counties (J. Hanson, personal communication, March 27, 2018).
Oregon has made concerted efforts to address racial injustice in correctional settings from research to policy action. In 1996, Multnomah County formed the Office of Diversity and
Equity to ensure fairness and inclusivity in county operations. Multnomah County DCJ works
3

with various coalitions to host community forums with discussions of racial injustice in the
community. Also, DCJ instated an African American Programs Unit as well as a reentry program
specially tailored for Black men: (see Habilitation Empowerment Accountability Therapy
[HEAT ]). DCJ is also developing a version of HEAT for Black women (K. Roller, personal
4

communication, April 8, 2018).
Conclusion
Oregon’s history of racial injustice and DCJ’s commitment to diversity and equity
created a distinct opportunity to conduct this research. Also, the long-standing professional
relationship enabled access to conduct qualitative interviews and focus groups with women on
community supervision. Overall, Oregon’s commitment to evidence-based policy and research
partnerships made this project possible.

3

For more about the Office of Diversity and Equity, see: https://multco.us/diversity-equity

4

Habilitation Empowerment Accountability Therapy (HEAT) is available here: https://www.heattime.com/
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Chapter 4: Methodology
Prior research indicated that women of Color, particularly Black women, have been
disproportionately represented within the criminal justice system. However, this body of research
is not extensive, as few studies have examined racial disparities in justice outcomes among
women specifically. Further, few studies have examined differential, or biased, treatment within
the justice system from the perspectives of justice-involved women, and women of Color
specifically. Accordingly, this dissertation represents the first mixed methods study to examine
women’s biased, or differential, treatment within the justice system at multiple phases.
While intersectionality seeks to address how larger social structures impact women’s
lives, this dissertation will provide a better understanding of how such experiences relate to
criminal involvement at the micro-level, similar to methods employed in feminist criminology
and psychology (e.g., Bernard, 2013; Bowleg, 2008; Pollack, 2000), and macro-level, similar to
methods used in criminal justice policy research (Boppre & Harmon, 2017; Koons-Witt, 2002).
First, quantitative methods were employed to determine racial disparities in imprisonment,
potentially as an outcome of sentencing reforms in Oregon. Then, qualitative methods were
utilized to assess women’s individual experiences in the Oregon justice system, and whether
biases exist in interactions and outcomes from their perspectives.
The current chapter outlines the methods employed in this dissertation. First, the specific
research questions are presented. Second, the overall research design is discussed. Finally, each
method, quantitative followed by qualitative, is described in detail.
Research Questions
Broadly, this dissertation compared women’s experiences in the justice system in Oregon
to determine whether women of Color are treated more harshly based upon their intersectional
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identities. To provide an in-depth analysis, this dissertation used a mixed method design that
combined both quantitative and qualitative data from Oregon. The quantitative research
questions seek to broadly assess the potential disproportionate treatment of women of Color
through increased imprisonment whereas the qualitative seeks to provide a more in-depth
assessment of women’ perceptions of their interactions with the criminal justice system. Specific
research questions will be discussed below.
Quantitative Research Questions:
In Oregon, are women of Color disproportionately represented in the correctional system
in comparison to White women?
Prior research indicated that although female incarceration has increased over the past 40
years as a whole, this increase was most stark among Black women, followed by Latinas
(Boppre & Harmon, 2017). No studies examined racial disparities among female incarceration in
Oregon. To fill this gap in the literature, this dissertation will examine whether women of Color
have been disproportionately represented in comparison to White women using state-level prison
admissions data to calculate relative rate indexes across time.
Have sentencing policies in Oregon contributed to racial disparities in female
imprisonment?
Prior research indicated that certain sentencing reforms have increased incarceration rates
among Black women (Boppre & Harmon, 2017; Koons-Witt, 2002). There were three major
sentencing reforms in Oregon: initial presumptive sentencing, Measure 11, and Measure 57. This
dissertation will compare the Relative Rate Indices (RRIs) of prison admissions before and after
the enactment of both Measures for Black women and Latinas in Oregon.
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Qualitative Research Question:
What are justice-involved women’s experiences with racism and privilege in Oregon,
particularly within the criminal justice system?
Few studies have explicitly asked women how they perceive gender, race, social class,
and other distinctions affecting their own involvement in the criminal justice system (for an
exception in Canada, see Pollack, 2000 and see also Owen et al., 2017 for an institutional
perspective). While quantitative methods provide quantifiable differences across groups, the
concept of intersectionality is not easily measured through quantitative methods. Indeed, some
scholars advise against quantitative methods when investigating intersectional experiences
because they inherently lead to additive inquiries rather than a holistic, multiplicative approach
(Bowleg, 2008).
Accordingly, semi-structured interviews and focus groups were conducted to obtain a
fuller understanding of women’s complex realities shaped by intersectional experiences in
Oregon and differential treatment within the justice system. As women of Color have historically
been treated more harshly within the justice system, their experiences are the focus of this
research. Similar to research completed by Pollack (2000) and Richie (1996), White women
represent the comparison group.
Mixed Methods Research Design
Mixed methods hold a distinct advantage in accounting for intersectional experiences
(Burgess-Proctor, 2006; Owen et al., 2017). Accordingly, this dissertation uses a convergent
mixed method design (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; see Figure 2). Equal importance is given
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to quantitative data and qualitative data. Integration, or convergence, between two data-types
occurred during the interpretation of the results in the discussion chapter of this dissertation.

5

Figure 2. Convergent Mixed Methods Design

A pragmatic methodological approach is used to combine both qualitative and
quantitative methods. Traditionally, qualitative methods are characterized by a constructivist
framework (i.e., an inductive approach through the recognition of multiple truths and researcher
biases) whereas quantitative methods typically utilize a positivist standpoint (i.e., a deductive
impartial approach where objective truths exist). A pragmatic approach, on the other hand, seeks
to combine competing ontological, epistemological, and methodological conflicts through the
recognition of both singular and multiple realities; places an emphasis on practicality; and
includes both unbiased and biased stances (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). Scholars argue that
pragmatism is an ideal worldview in mixed methods due to its flexibility and emphasis on

5

This study protocol was approved by the University of Nevada, Las Vegas Institutional Review Board (1063710).
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employing methods that work best to answer the research questions (Creswell & Plano Clark,
2011; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003).
Quantitative Design
Quantitative data were derived from secondary sources to examine potential racial
disparities in female imprisonment and sentence lengths in Oregon. Given the history of racial
injustice in Oregon, and under conflict theory, it is likely such injustice may be present in the
demographic composition of those incarcerated in Oregon. The data sources and specific
measures will be discussed below.
Data sources. Macro-level aggregated data were collected/compiled to examine potential
racial disparities in imprisonment among women in Oregon. The datasets were developed using
largely the National Corrections Reporting Program (NCRP; Bureau of Justice Statistics, 19832009, 1991-2014) data on the racial composition of prison admissions for Oregon. Since 1983,
6

the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) has administered the NCRP annually to the majority of
states. The NCPR compiled offender-level data on admissions and releases from state prison,
post-confinement community supervision and year-end prison custody records. The data are used
to monitor the nation's correctional population and address specific policy questions related to
recidivism, prisoner reentry, and trends in demographic characteristics of the incarcerated and
community supervision populations. As with all other BJS data collections, participation is
voluntary, and not all states submit NCRP data each year.

Bureau of Justice Statistics: National Corrections Reporting Program, 1983-2014. Ann Arbor, MI: Inter-university Consortium
for Political and Social Research [distributor], 2016-03-16. Available here: https://doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR36373.v1
6
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Two forms of the data were accessed. Restricted access NCPR data from 1983-2009 with
detailed offender-level admission were used. Given time constraints, this dataset was
supplemented with open access NCRP data (1991-2014) that only contained data for term
records, prison admissions, prison releases, and year-end prison population counts. NCRP (19832009; 1991-2014) provided admissions data for each year except 1985 and 1989 in Oregon. The
datasets were also supplemented from the U.S. Bureau of the Census (1983-2014) . Intercensal
7

population estimates for adults in Oregon across racial groups (White, Black, Latinx) were
derived for citizens 15 and older and were used to create a series of variables representing rates
justice involvement (i.e. prison admission rates). All data management was facilitated by
Microsoft Excel and SPSS.
Admissions. Prison admissions for women in Oregon from 1983-2014 were derived for
five major categories as determined in the 1991-2014 dataset: violent, property, drugs, public
order, and other. These data were collected at the individual-level, then aggregated for each year.
For early years, prior to 1990, there were over 30% missing values for offense-type. This led to
outliers in subsequent analyses, particularly for drug offenses, which were likely under
classified. Outliers due to missing offense-type were manually removed. The 1991-2014 dataset
used four categories for race: White, Black, Latina, and Other. Data from the 1983 dataset had
additional racial categories (i.e., Native American, Asian). Data in the 1983 dataset were coded
to match the racial categories in the later dataset.

Data were accessed form https://www.census.gov/data/datasets/time-series/demo/popest/intercensal-2000-2010-state.html
and https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2017/demo/popest/state-detail.html
7
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Population. Oregon’s general female population and total population were derived from
the U.S. Bureau of the Census. It must be noted that the age categorization was changed between
the 2000-2010 dataset and the 2010-2017 dataset. The 2000-2010 dataset used fixed categories
of age instead of an open-ended, continuous measure. This was problematic because there was
no method to delineate women who were 18 and over because categories overlapped (e.g.,
category 3 was Age 10 to 14 years and category 4 was Age 15 to 19 years). Because a large
number of women admitted in the NCPR datasets were in the 18-24 age group, those in category
4 and above were included in the female population variables. In order to maintain consistency,
women 15 and older were also derived from the 2011-2014, as a change in measurement would
have affected the rates derived from the population data. Also, for certain crimes under Measure
11, women could be admitted as young as age 15.
Further, under the direction of the U.S. Office of Management and Budget, the Census
Bureau changed the question about person’s race after 2000 (K. Vaidya , personal
8

communication, April 4, 2018). Unlike in the 1980 and 1990 censuses, respondents chose more
than one race in 2000 and 2010 censuses. A Black and White person was able to choose to
identify Black/African American and White. Prior to the 2000 census, that person had to choose
only one race: Black or White.
Relative Rate Index. From 1983-2014, the number of women admitted from each racial
group (Black, Latina, and White) were aggregated for a total number for each year. Using these
aggregated totals, the number of women admitted in addition to state female population data
were then used to calculate Relative Rate Indexes (RRI) for Black women and Latina women.

8
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RRI was chosen instead of admission rates to correct for issues with definitional changes in the
Census population data. For example, the RRI, for all offense-types combined, was calculated
for Black women using the following formula:
RRI Black Women All Offenses =
(Percent of Total Female Admissions Black/Percent of State Female Population Black)/
(Percent of Total Female Admissions White /Percent of State Female Population White).
RRIs were calculated across the three major offense-types (violent, property, and drug) for Black
women and Latina women for each year. Latina RRI was not able to be calculated prior to 1990
because Latinx was not measured by the Census, yet. The RRI signifies the relative odds of
imprisonment for women of Color compared to White women. Thus, the RRI depicts the relative
size of racial disparities in imprisonment.
Data analyses. The following analyses were conducted. First, descriptive analyses were
conducted to provide a graphic understanding of Oregon’s female correctional admissions over
time. Second, relative rate indexes across racial groups were used to compare women of Color’s
imprisonment rates in comparison to White women. Finally, a series of independent samples ttests were conducted to test average differences in RRIs before and after the implementation of
Presumptive Sentencing Guidelines and Measures 11 and 57.
Qualitative Design
In order to examine differential experiences, two types of qualitative methods were
conducted: semi-structured interviews and focus groups. A similar multi-method approach was
used in Pollack’s (2000) dissertation to assess Canadian women’s intersectional experiences.
Semi-structured interviews use open-ended questions with a broad script that the interview may
diverge from in order to gain further insight into a response (Patton, 2015). Consequently, probe
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questions are also used to expand upon initial responses or clarify the researcher’s
interpretations. Semi-structured interviews allow for detailed accounts (Tierney, 1998) and
provide interviewees with increased privacy in comparison to focus groups, with a guarantee of
confidentiality that is not possible in focus groups (Morgan, 2004). Semi-structured interviews,
therefore, hold the benefit of increased detail in personal accounts. However, power differentials
in an individual interview could affect the candidacy of respondents, particularly among women
of Color with a White educated interviewer (Pollack, 2000, 2003; Rodriguez, Schwartz, Lahman,
& Geis, 2011).
Accordingly, focus groups were also utilized to obtain broader discussions around
women’s experiences in the criminal justice system. Focus groups are semi-structured interviews
with a group of individuals to elicit group consensus about certain questions or issues (Barbour,
2007; Morgan, 2004). Therefore, questions are not directed at specific members of a group, but
rather the group as a whole (Krueger & Casey, 2000a, 2000b). Confidentiality cannot be
guaranteed in focus groups (Morgan, 2004), which could impact candidacy in participants’
responses. Also, having other participants present may impact responses, including social
desirability (Wentland & Smith, 1993). While these methodological limitations exist, the
convergent and shared experiences through focus groups constitute an ideal companion to
individual interviews.
Overall limitations regarding interviews and focus groups relate to perspective and
interpretation. By interviewing women directly, it is their perspective that is obtained. In other
words, what women decide to disclose in the interviews and focus groups is her decision. This
could neglect important facts and interactions from the perspective of others involved, in this
study, criminal justice professionals. Observational or ethnographic research would be beneficial
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towards viewing interactions between women and the justice system (Naples, 2003). However,
this was not feasible given the scope and time constrains of this project. Further, participants’
responses were then interpreted by the researcher. This is a limitation as the original intent or
message could be misconstrued (Patton, 2015).
In both qualitative methods, a feminist interviewing approach was employed (Fontana &
Frey, 2005). Specifically, a feminist approach emphasizes compassion and empathy, views
interviewees as subjects rather than objects, acknowledges the researcher’s own biases and power
in relation to subjects, and considers the interview as a relationship-building conversational
exchange that can often be empowering for the participant (Chase, 2005; Fontana & Frey, 2005;
Rubin & Rubin, 2012). This technique contrasts traditional forms of interviewing, in which the
researcher is solely focused on obtaining qualitative responses rather than establishing
meaningful connections with participants (Fontana & Frey, 2005). The aim of feminist, or
empathetic, interviewing is for the researcher to become an advocate for the respondent (Fontana
& Frey, 2005). Under feminist interviewing, neutrality is acknowledged as an unattainable goal
as the interviewer is connected to specific contextual situations and has conscious and
unconscious biases, motivations, and opinions that can impact the interview process (Fontana &
Frey, 2005).
As advised by Maxwell (2013), the researcher began this inquiry by writing a research
memo discussing why this research was personally important, how her background may affect
the research, and what potential biases may arise as a White, educated, middle-class woman. Of
importance, both the researcher’s parents were justice-involved, and she engages in this research
with an ultimate goal to improve representation and correctional treatment for justice-involved
women. Using a feminist interviewing strategy afforded the opportunity to disclose experiences
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with the justice system to participants when relevant and, subsequently, encouraged increased
engagement. As feminist methods prescribe cultural affinity to reduce power hierarchies, a
female colleague who identifies as Latina, and is also training in feminist qualitative methods,
was asked to assist with the interviews and focus groups to increase racial symmetry. Both
qualitative methods will be described in further detail below.
Although feminist interviewing has many benefits, particularly when researching
marginalized and oppressed populations, certain limitations also exist (Naples, 2003). This
communication style could persuade participants’ responses if they are swayed by the
researcher’s position. Consequently, informing participants of the researchers’ biases and
opinions may inadvertently affect participant responses.
Participants. Over a four-week span, 101 women under community supervision
(probation or parole) at three major Multnomah County Department of Community Justice (DCJ)
locations (Downtown Portland, Mid-County, and Gresham) were given an interest sheet by their
case manager. If interested, they were asked to fill out the form providing consent for the
external researcher to contact them. The forms were then folded in a sealed box at the front
offices of both locations. Seventy-nine interested women were then contacted to participate in
the study through phone and/or email depending on their preferred method of contact.
Nineteen women completed interviews: 11 were on probation and 8 were parole. Women
were asked to provide a pseudonym of their choice as well as demographic information about
themselves through a Qualtrics online survey prior to beginning the interview (see Tables 2, 3,
and 4). Women were given categories to choose from, but could also provide open-ended
responses or skip questions (i.e., age, social class, race, and sexual orientation). With consent,
participants’ Women’s Risk Needs Assessment (WRNA) results were also obtained from
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Multnomah County DCJ to determine prior justice-involvement, current offense type,
employment, and education.
Ten women identified as White. The remaining women were racially diverse, many of
which were biracial. Most women identified as within a lower-class socioeconomic status and
none were upper-class. The average age was 32 years. Most women were heterosexual (68%);
others identified as bisexual and one woman identified as pansexual. Women varied in their
religious affiliation, most of which had no affiliation. The majority of women were mothers.
Only six women had at least a GED or High School diploma and only five were employed (full
or part-time). Most participants had prior felonies to their current charge (58%). Women were
given compensation for participating: a $20 gift card of their choice to a local vendor (i.e.,
McDonald’s, Starbucks, Subway, Dollar Store, TJ Maxx, or Target).
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Table 2. Demographic Characteristics of Interviewees
Interviewees (n = 19)
Race
Black/African American
White/Caucasian
Native American and White (Biracial)
Black and White (Biracial)
Latina
White and Portuguese (Biracial)
Black and Native American (Biracial)
Social Class
Upper-Class
Middle-Class
Working-Class
Lower-Class
Don’t know
Prefer not to say
Age
18-24
25-30
31-45
46-55
55+
Sexual Orientation
Straight
Bisexual
Pansexual
Did not respond
Religion
Agnostic
Catholic
Christian
Pagan
Multi-Faith: Buddhist and Christian
Multi-Faith: Catholic and Native American
No Affiliation
Not Religious
Other (no written response)
Mother
Educational Attainment (GED or High School Diploma)
Employed (full or part-time)
Prior Justice-Involvement (felonies)
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3
9
1
3
1
1
1

16%
48%
5%
16%
5%
5%
5%

0
2
6
8
2
1

0%
11%
32%
42%
11%
1%

3
6
9
1
0

16%
32%
47%
5%
0%

13
4
1
1

68%
21%
5%
5%

1
2
3
1
1
1
8
1
1
14
6
5
11

5%
11%
16%
5%
5%
5%
42%
5%
5%
74%
32%
26%
58%

Table 3. Sample Demographic Characteristics Individualized
Pseudonym

Age

Race (Self-Identified)

Social Class

Sexual Orientation

Abby
Angelface
Carrie
Chloe
Ella
Elsie
GB
Heaven
Jordyn
Kelly
Leyah
MJ
Molly
Scarlet
Sincerity
Smiles
Supergirl
Taren
Vikki

30
34
39
38
23
35
29
25
27
38
24
39
35
36
46
25
20
32
28

White
Biracial (Black and White)
Caucasian
Biracial (Native American and White)*
Biracial (White and Portuguese)*
White
Biracial (Black and Native American)*
Biracial (Black and White)*
White
White
Black
African American
White
White
African American
White
Latina-Hispanic
Biracial (Black and White)
White

Lower-Class
Don’t Know
Working-Class
Lower-Class
Lower-Class
Working-Class
Middle-Class
Prefer not to say
Lower-Class
Lower-Class
Don’t Know
Lower-Class
Lower-Class
Working-Class
Working-Class
Lower-Class
Working-Class
Middle-Class
Working-Class

Straight/Heterosexual
Straight/Heterosexual
Did not Respond
Straight/Heterosexual
Straight/Heterosexual
Straight/Heterosexual
Bisexual
Bisexual
Straight/Heterosexual
Straight/Heterosexual
Straight/Heterosexual
Straight/Heterosexual
Bisexual
Straight/Heterosexual
Straight/Heterosexual
Straight/Heterosexual
Pansexual
Straight/Heterosexual
Bisexual

Current Offense
Type
Property
Property
Property
Drugs
Property
Property
Property
Violent
Drugs
Property
Violent
Property
Property
Drugs
Property
Drugs
Drugs
Drugs
Drugs and Property

Note * GB and Heaven both indicated that they often self-identify as Puerto Rican/Mexican/Native. Ella primarily identified as White.
Chloe primarily identified as Native American.
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Supervision
Type
Parole
Parole
Parole
Probation
Probation
Probation
Parole
Probation
Probation
Parole
Probation
Parole
Parole
Probation
Parole
Probation
Probation
Probation
Probation

Table 4. Sample Demographic Characteristics Individualized (Continued)
Pseudonym

Obtained GED or High
School Diploma

Employed (Part-time or
Full-time)

Number of Kids

Prior Justice-Involvement
(Felonies)

Abby
Angel Face
Carrie
Chloe
Ella
Elsie
Heaven
GB
Jordyn
Kelly
Leyah
MJ
Molly
Scarlet
Sincerity
Smiles
Supergirl
Taren
Vikki

No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
No
Yes

No
No
No
No
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
No
No

1
4
0
4
2
2
*
1
0
1
2
2
4
0
3
1
*
3
2

Three or more
One to two
One to two
One to two
No
No
No
No
Three or more
Three or more
One to two
Three or more
No
One to two
Three or more
No
No
No
One to two

Notes * Heaven was pregnant at the time of the interview. Supergirl is the primary caregiver for her younger brother.
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Of the 19 interviewees, seven also participated in one of two focus groups: Focus Group
1 or Focus Group 2 (see Tables 5 and 6). Three women participated in Focus Group 1 [Carrie,
Chloe, and Vikki] and four in Focus Group 2 [Angelface, GB, Heaven and Sincerity]; see Table
8). The average age of women in Focus Group 1 was 35. Two were on probation and 1 was on
parole. The average age of women in Focus Group 2 was 34. Three women were on parole and
one was on probation. Lunch from Subway was provided at the beginning of the focus group, so
women could eat throughout. In addition to compensation for their participation in the interview,
women who participated in a focus group also chose a gift card for $15 to a local vendor of their
choice (e.g., McDonald’s, Starbucks, Subway, Dollar Store, TJ Maxx, or Target) as well as the
lunch provided.
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Table 5. Participants in Each Qualitative Group
Type
Interview

Focus Group 1
Focus Group 2

Participants
Abby
Angelface
Carrie
Chloe
Ella
Elsie
GB
Heaven
Jordyn
Kelly
Leyah
MJ
Molly
Scarlet
Sincerity
Smiles
Supergirl
Taren
Vikki
Carrie
Chloe
Vikki
Angelface
GB
Heaven
Sincerity
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Table 6. Focus Group Characteristics
Focus
Group 1
(n = 3)

Focus
Group 2
(n = 4)

0
2
1
0
0

1
0
0
2
1

0
2
1
0
0

1
1
0
1
1

0
0
1
2
0

0
2
1
1
0

2
1
0

2
2
0

0
1
1
0
1
0

2
0
0
1
0
1

Race
Black/African American
White/Caucasian
Native American and White (biracial)
Black and White (biracial)
Black and Native American (biracial)
Social Class
Middle-Class
Working-Class
Lower-Class
Don’t know
Prefer not to say
Age
18-24
25-30
31-45
46-55
55+
Sexual Orientation
Straight
Bisexual
Pansexual
Religion
Christian
Multi-Faith: Buddhist and Christian
Multi-Faith: Catholic and Native American
No Affiliation
Not Religious
Other (no written response)
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Semi-structured interviews. As summarized by Yingling (2016), semi-structured
interviews are commonly used in feminist criminological research to assess critical life events
identified as explanations of criminal involvement. Through this method, the interviewer used a
semi-structured script related to the gendered pathways perspective (Boppre, Salisbury, &
Parker, 2018) to elicit women to explain “their life events, how they happened, how these events
impacted them and those around them, and what the collateral consequences were for [their]
criminal behavior” (Yingling, 2016, p. 191). This method was chosen given the original scope of
the research was on the gendered pathways perspective. Interviews are the foundation of the
pathways perspective and is a method that continues to be widely used to obtain rich life history
accounts (DeHart, 2008). Interviews in general are beneficial toward obtaining in-depth
information from the perspective of the participant (Kvale, 1996).
Participants were given a consent form (see Appendix B) and brief initial questionnaire
(see Appendix C) measuring women’s demographic characteristics (i.e., age, biological sex,
gender identity, sexual orientation, racial/ethnic identity, immigrant-status, religious beliefs,
social class) as well as asking for a pseudonym of their choice. With consent, the interviews were
audio recorded to ensure accurate transcription and organic conversation without the distraction
of taking detailed notes. The interviews lasted approximately 90-minutes (the range was 25
minutes to 1 hour and 49 minutes) using a semi-structured format.
The questions and prompts on the semi-structured script (see Appendix D) were derived
from several sources and as well as new questions developed by the researcher. Questions
pertaining to identity were taken from Bowleg’s research on Black lesbian women’s experiences
(see Bowleg, 2008; Bowleg et al., 2008; Bowleg et al., 2003). Bowleg and her colleagues (2003)
asked Black lesbian women about their day-to-day experiences and challenges faced based upon
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their identity. The researcher in the current study expanded upon these questions to include the
positive/negatives and benefits encountered through participants’ identities. Questions regarding
prior substance abuse, school, employment, and relationships were taken from Cobbina (2009),
Pollack (2000), and Dehart’s research (Dehart, 2008; DeHart, Lynch, Belknap, Dass-Brailsford,
9

& Green, 2014), but these questions were not the focus of this dissertation. Finally, questions
related to women’s experiences within the correctional system (i.e., treatment and reentry needs)
were taken from Pollack’s (2000) focus group script.
The researcher also created new questions. First, the researcher developed new questions
regarding criminal labels and their effects based upon research conducted by Lemert (1967) and
Maruna (2001). Second, the researcher also created questions related to experiences
(positive/negative and how their identity impacted interactions) with police, the judicial system,
and corrections. Third, questions related to the effects of incarceration and visitation on children
were also added. Fourth, the researcher included questions at the end of the interview about selfefficacy and hopes for the future to end the interview on a positive note. Finally, the researcher
added concluding questions gain women’s feedback on the interview process or if there was
anything else they would like to share. For the purpose of this study, only responses to questions
surrounding racial biases, particularly in relation to justice-involvement, were utilized.
Focus groups. While semi-structured interviews are a standard method within the
gendered pathways perspective (Yingling, 2016), Pollack (2003) found using focus groups in
addition to interviews was a better method for discussing oppressive experiences as they have the
potential to shift power from the researcher to participants (Madriz, 2003; Pollack, 2003;

9
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Rodriguez et al., 2011). With consent, the focus groups were audio recorded to ensure accurate
transcription. In addition, the researchers took brief notes as it was more difficult to capture
multiple voices with the tape recorder (Krueger & Casey, 2000b). The focus groups lasted
approximately 60 minutes using a semi-structured format (Krueger & Casey, 2000a).
The semi-structured script (see Appendix F) was focused around women’s perceptions of
intersectional experiences within the criminal justice setting. The format and broad questions
were adapted from Pollack’s (2000) focus group script. Her focus group script asked broader
questions, including why women engage in lawbreaking behavior and what may prevent it. The
researcher added additional questions pertaining to issues leading women to recidivate,
experiences or attributes that prevent women from re-entering the system, reentry services
needed, and how race/class/gender/sexual orientation relate to justice-involvement as well as life
experiences in general. Concluding open-ended questions were added to determine whether
women had feedback on the focus group process or if there was anything else they would like to
share.
Coding. All analyses and data management for the qualitative portion was facilitated
with MAXQDA software. Both the interview and focus group transcripts were analyzed jointly
using three distinct coding strategies. A thematic analysis approach outlined by Braun and Clarke
(2006) was completed iteratively in six steps: 1) familiarization with the data; 2) coding; 3)
search for themes; 4) review themes; 5) define and name themes; 6) write up results. Structural
coding was used to develop content-based codes in relation to the research questions
(MacQueen, McLellan-Lema, Bartholow & Milstein, 2008; Namey, Guest, Thairu, & Johnson,
2008). The coding was done in two phases: initial and focused coding. Appendix G provides the
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initial coding structure and Appendix H presents the second round of coding (focused coding).
Similar segments were then collected together for more detailed coding.
Based upon the focused coding, the research began to develop latent themes based upon
common patterns in the codes. The researcher used a latent thematic approach through a
constructivist paradigm (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Semantic quotes were derived and then
interpreted for latent meanings in connection to prior research and theoretical perspectives
(Boyatzis, 1998). Emergent themes and subthemes were reviewed to ensure homogeneity within
themes/sub-themes and heterogeneity between themes/subthemes.
These coding styles were largely deductive as coding was conducted within the context
of the chosen theoretical perspectives. As prescribed by feminist psychological scholars Bowleg
(2008) and Warner (2008), the analyses required a full consideration of the socio-structural
contexts through which these women’s experiences exist. Consequently, the coding and themes
were directed with an awareness and attention to such contexts through each step.
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Chapter 5: Quantitative Results
Under a conflict perspective, incarceration can serve as one method towards suppressing
the non-dominant class (Liska, 1992). Prior research has found that women of Color are overrepresented within the correctional system in comparison to the general population (Boppre &
Harmon, 2016). In addition to the qualitative portion, secondary quantitative data were collected
to examine whether women of Color have been disproportionately imprisoned in comparison to
White women in Oregon, and, whether state-specific sentencing reforms impacted racial
disparities. As discussed in Chapter 4, the data were collected from two sources: the National
Corrections Reporting Program (NCRP) and the U.S. Census Bureau. The current chapter will
present the quantitative results.
Admissions
A series of descriptive analyses were conducted using Excel and SPSS. Primarily, these
analyses aimed to chart admissions for three major offense types (violent, property, and drugs)
over time across racial groups with notation of the major sentencing reform implementation
years. Typically, the implementation of policy reforms requires one year to take effect. Data
were available from NCRP from 1983-2014, but admissions were missing for 1985 and 1989.
Some years also had a high number of missing values (over 30%) for the offense type. The
percent change was omitted during these years. Below, descriptive findings for total female,
White, Black, and Latina admissions are discussed.
Total female admissions. Table 7 shows the total number of women admitted for each
year across offense-types while Figure 3 graphs the number of admissions over time to display
trends. Notably, the total number of admissions steadily rose beginning in 1983 with a large
increase after the implementation of Measure 11 in 1994. In 1996, the largest number of women
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were admitted, with 817 across all offense types. Admissions for drug offenses rose during the
early 1990s, yet property crime and total admissions began to increase in 2000. Overall, drug and
property offenses represent the majority of women’s prison admissions in Oregon. There has
been an upward steady trend since 2000. There was a spike in property crime admissions in
2012, which could reflect the implementation of measure 57.
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Table 7. Total Female Admissions 1983-2014
Year
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014

Total
N
112
123
249
315
347
556
589
604
540
519
722
817
407
481
323
276
357
484
504
580
588
576
574
605
621
577
569
648
676
635

Violent
%±
+10%
-100%
+27%
+10%
+6%
+3%
-11%
-4%
+39%
+13%
-50%
+18%
-33%
-15%
+29%
+36%
+4%
+15%
+1%
-2%
0%
+5%
+3%
-7%
-1%
+14%
+4%
-6%

N
47
34
41
51
41
91
96
89
84
75
122
151
118
114
106
76
93
118
123
130
143
112
125
146
153
122
130
152
124
120

%±
-28%
+24%
-20%
+5%
-7%
-6%
-11%
+63%
+24%
-22%
-3%
-7%
-28%
+22%
+27%
+4%
+6%
+10%
-22%
+12%
+17%
+5%
-20%
+7%
+17%
-18%
-3%
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Property
N
%±
57
60
+5%
-100%
140
169
+21%
151
-11%
-100%
248
260
+5%
238
-8%
190
-20%
191
+1%
252
+32%
234
-7%
72
-69%
102
+42%
80
-22%
74
-8%
113
+53%
197
+74%
200
+2%
249
+25%
263
+6%
264
0%
273
+3%
261
-4%
279
+7%
275
-1%
235
-15%
290
+23%
330
+14%
272
-18%

Drugs
N
2
9
54
66
102
235
232
201
292
368
110
194
96
88
91
105
120
127
112
133
122
120
130
116
139
135
142
145

%±
+22%
+55%
-1%
-13%
+45%
+26%
-70%
+76%
-51%
-8%
+3%
+15%
+14%
+6%
-12%
+19%
-8%
-2%
+8%
-11%
+20%
-3%
+5%
+2%

Figure 3. Total Female Admissions 1983-2014
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Black female admissions. Table 8 portrays the total number of Black women admitted
for each year across offense-types, while Figure 4 graphs the number of admissions over time to
display trends. Similar to total admissions, the peak for Black women’s admissions was in 1996
with 126 admissions. Black women experienced a large increase in admissions during the late
1980s and early 1990s, particularly for drug offenses. Since the late 1990s, property and violent
offenses have become more common admissions among Black women. This could also stem
from Measure 11, which targeted violent and property offenses. Similar to total admissions, an
upward trend began in 2012 with an increase in property offenses, which may reflect the
implementation of Measure 57.
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Table 8. Black Female Admissions 1983-2014
Year
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014

Total
N
27
24
38
66
63
104
101
112
91
75
112
126
67
85
46
36
33
34
34
42
51
48
45
48
46
43
42
51
56
46

Violent
%±
-11%
+74%
-5%
-3%
+11%
-19%
-18%
+49%
+13%
-47%
+27%
-46%
-22%
-8%
+3%
0%
+24%
+21%
-6%
-6%
+7%
-4%
-7%
-2%
+21%
+10%
-18%

N
16
6
11
14
12
26
23
30
16
19
28
43
25
29
20
12
11
17
12
13
25
13
14
20
18
5
18
20
12
16

%±
-63%
+27%
-14%
-12%
+30%
-47%
+19%
+47%
+54%
-42%
+16%
-31%
-40%
-8%
+55%
-29%
+8%
+92%
-48%
+8%
+43%
-10%
-72%
+260%
+11%
-40%
+33%
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N
11
15
23
41
32
57
53
42
37
26
39
33
15
14
10
8
8
7
11
15
16
18
18
17
18
28
14
18
31
17

Property
%±
+36%
+78%
-22%
-7%
-21%
-12%
-30%
50%
-15%
-55%
-7%
-29%
-20%
0%
-13%
+57%
+36%
+7%
+13%
0%
-6%
+6%
+56%
-50%
+29%
+72%
-45%

Drugs
N
0
0
2
7
8
0
1
36
38
28
43
47
13
26
12
11
13
6
8
12
8
11
7
9
5
7
4
8
7
5

%±
+14%
+6%
-26%
+54%
+9%
-72%
+100%
-54%
-8%
+18%
-54%
+33%
+50%
-33%
+38%
-36%
+29%
-44%
+40%
-43%
+100%
-13%
-29%

Figure 4. Black Female Admissions 1983-2014
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Latina admissions. Table 9 shows the total number of Latinas admitted for each year
across offense-types, while Figure 5 graphs the number of admissions over time to display
trends. Latinas represent a small proportion of the total prison population. Admissions were
extremely low for Latinas prior to 1990, under 10 each year. Due to such low base-levels, the
percent changes year to year appear to be drastic. These results should be taken with caution.
Diverging from the total trend, Latinas’ incarceration admissions decreased in 2000 and
increased more so during the 2000s, starting in 2005, than in the 1980s and 1990s. The peak in
their admissions was in 2014 with 28 total admissions. Drug offenses have consistently
represented the highest proportion of their total offenses. An increase in the incarceration appears
to occur after the implementation of Measure 57 in 2009.
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Table 9. Latina Admissions 1983-2014
Year
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014

Total
N
0
0
4
8
2
6
11
18
14
18
10
23
12
19
4
1
3
9
8
15
24
24
21
24
33
26
28
23
25
28

Violent
%±
-75%
+83%
+64%
-22%
+29%
-44%
+130%
-48%
+58%
-79%
-75%
+200%
+200%
-11%
+88%
+60%
0%
-13%
+14%
+38%
-21%
+8%
-18%
+9%
+12%

N
0
0
2
2
0
2
2
1
3
1
2
4
1
3
0
0
1
1
1
5
8
8
5
5
11
5
10
2
6
8

%±
0%
0%
-50%
+200%
-67%
+100%
+100%
-75%
+200%
-100%
0%
0%
+400%
+60%
0%
-38%
0%
+120%
-55%
+100%
-80%
+200%
+33%
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N
0
0
2
5
1
3
2
6
4
3
5
2
2
2
0
0
1
2
2
2
6
4
6
9
7
8
5
9
8
6

Property
%±
+150%
-80%
-100%
-33%
+200%
-33%
-25%
+67%
-60%
0%
0%
-100%
+100%
0%
0%
+200%
-33%
+50%
+50%
-22%
+14%
-38%
+80%
-11%
-25%

Drugs
N
0
0
0
1
1
0
0
11
7
9
3
14
4
13
3
1
1
4
1
5
9
10
8
9
13
9
13
9
9
10

%±
0%
-100%
-36%
+29%
-67%
+367%
-71%
+225%
-77%
-67%
0%
+300%
-75%
+400%
+80%
+11%
-20%
+13%
+44%
-31%
+44%
-31%
0%
+11%

Figure 5. Latina Admissions 1983-2014
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White female admissions. Table 10 portrays the total number of White women admitted
for each year across offense-types, while Figure 6 graphs the number of admissions over time to
display trends. White women represent the majority of the prison population, reflecting the
demographic composition of the state. Large increases in the number of total admissions
occurred in the late 1980s and mid-1990s, however, total admissions have been increasing
steadily since the mid-2000s. The peak in admissions was in 1996 with 635, but admission
numbers are approaching that number once again, with 538 in 2014. Until 2000, drugs
represented the most common offense-type. After 2000, property offenses became the driver in
admissions. Increases appear to have occurred after the implementation of Measure 11 in 1994,
but slowly declined. In 2002, the number of admissions began to rise once again, with increases
after the implementation of Measure 57 as well.
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Table 10. White Female Admissions 1983-2014
Year
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014

Total
N
80
87
196
234
261
415
435
439
405
396
570
635
309
352
254
228
301
424
436
502
496
489
481
499
524
493
481
547
573
538

Violent
%±
+9%
+19%
+12%
+5%
+1%
-8%
-2%
+44%
+11%
-51%
+14%
-28%
-10%
+32%
+41%
+3%
+15%
-1%
-1%
-2%
+4%
+5%
-6%
-2%
+14%
+5%
-6%

N
30
26
24
33
29
53
57
48
56
50
78
94
83
73
77
54
72
92
98
100
102
86
97
107
116
105
95
121
97
91

%±
-13%
+38%
-12%
+8%
-16%
+17%
-11%
+56%
+21%
-12%
-12%
+5%
-30%
+33%
+28%
+7%
+2%
+2%
-16%
+13%
+10%
+8%
-9%
-10%
+27%
-20%
-6%
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Property
N
%±
45
42
-7%
110
121
10%
107
-12%
182
188
+3%
180
-4%
144
-20%
152
+6%
204
+34%
192
-6%
53
-72%
83
+57%
65
-22%
65
0%
102
+57%
181
+77%
182
+1%
229
+26%
234
+2%
237
+1%
238
0%
225
-5%
249
+11%
235
-6%
209
-11%
254
+22%
284
+12%
240
-15%

Drugs
N
2
9
50
56
88
4
1
176
175
152
236
297
86
149
77
73
72
94
106
107
95
109
102
99
109
97
118
114
124
127

%±
+12%
+57%
-75%
-1%
-13%
+55%
+26%
-71%
+73%
-48%
-5%
-1%
+31%
+13%
+1%
-11%
+15%
-6%
-3%
+10%
-11%
+22%
-3%
+9%
+2%

Figure 6. White Female Admissions 1983-2014
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While overall, women’s admissions have been increasing, the increase has not been equal
across racial groups. Table 11 shows the percent change in total admissions for each racial
subgroup as well as all women. From 1983-2014, White women had the largest increase in
imprisonment by 573%, which is likely driving the increase in total admissions. On the other
hand, Black women’s admissions only increased by 70% over that time and Latinas by 250%.
This distinction is important to consider when interpreting the Relative Rate Indices in the
following section.
Table 11. Percent Change in the Number of Female Prison Admissions from 1983 to 2014
Total

Black

Latina

White

+457%

+70%

+250%

+573%

Relative Rate Indices
A Relative Rate Index reflects Black female admission rates in comparison to White
female admission rates, while accounting for general population size (see Chapter 4 for more
detail). The value can be interpreted as the odds of Black female prison admissions compared to
White women’s admissions. Previous research used RRIs to measure racial disparities in female
imprisonment using NCRP data (Boppre & Harmon, 2017).
Table 12 portrays the RRI for each year across offense-types while Figure 6 graphs the
RRI over time to display trends. The largest disparities in Black female admissions were from
1983 – 1993. The largest disparity was in 1983 in which Black women were nearly 26 times as
likely to be imprisoned in comparison to White women. Largest RRIs were found for violent and
property offenses. The highest RRI for property offenses was in 1983, in which Black women
were nearly 41 times as likely to be incarcerated for that offense-type in comparison to White
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women. The RRI for violent offenses has been highest in comparison to any other crime-type,
including total offenses.
Interestingly, the RRI for Black women has steadily been decreasing since 1996. RRIs
were highest prior to the enactment of Measure 11 in 1994, and Measure 57 in 2008. Still, in
2014, Black women were nearly four times as likely to be imprisoned in comparison to White
women for total offenses. In 2014, the RRI was highest for violent offenses, in which Black
women were seven times as likely to be imprisoned for violent offenses in comparison to White
women. The RRI in 2014 was lowest for drug crimes (1.64) followed by property (2.95).
RRIs for Latinas look very different from Black women. RRIs for Latinas were highest in
the mid-1990s in which they were nearly 1.5 times as likely to be incarcerated in comparison to
White women. RRIs were highest for drug offenses consistently over the past three decades.
However, Latinas overall have not experienced substantial disparities in imprisonment in
comparison to White women. In fact, Latinas were underrepresented at 19 different time points.
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Table 12. RRIs Black Women 1983-2014
Year
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014

Total
25.84
20.89
14.27
20.60
17.24
17.66
16.00
17.35
15.18
12.41
12.58
12.43
13.53
14.83
11.06
10.31
7.01
5.05
4.87
5.19
6.32
5.97
5.56
5.64
5.05
4.99
3.92
4.09
4.19
3.57

Violent
40.83
17.48
33.74
30.98
29.55
34.57
27.81
42.50
19.30
24.91
22.98
28.65
18.80
24.39
15.86
14.51
9.77
11.65
7.64
8.07
15.07
9.20
8.58
10.97
8.93
2.72
8.52
7.25
5.31
7.33

Property
18.71
27.05
15.39
24.75
21.36
22.07
19.43
15.87
17.36
11.21
12.24
10.76
17.66
10.36
9.39
8.04
5.02
2.44
3.77
4.07
4.20
4.62
4.50
4.43
4.16
6.81
3.01
3.11
4.68
2.95
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Drugs
2.94
9.13
6.49
13.91
14.67
12.07
11.66
9.91
9.43
10.72
9.51
9.84
11.55
4.02
4.71
6.96
5.18
6.14
4.08
5.33
2.64
4.13
1.52
3.08
2.42
1.64

Figure 7. RRIs Black Women 1983-2014
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Table 13. RRIs Latina Women 1983-2014
Year
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014

Total
1.27
1.11
0.61
1.46
0.50
0.59
0.92
0.24
0.77
0.00
0.00
0.20
0.15
0.13
0.62
0.92
1.04
0.54
0.47
0.92
0.44
0.94
0.14
0.52
0.72

Violent
1.27
1.11
0.61
1.46
0.50
0.59
0.92
0.24
0.77
0.00
0.00
0.20
0.15
0.13
0.62
0.92
1.04
0.54
0.47
0.92
0.44
0.94
0.14
0.52
0.72

Property
0.56
0.34
0.98
0.76
0.50
0.57
0.23
0.76
0.45
0.00
0.00
0.14
0.15
0.14
0.11
0.30
0.19
0.27
0.40
0.27
0.32
0.21
0.31
0.24
0.20
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Drugs
0.00
0.00
1.84
1.09
1.49
0.29
1.02
0.94
1.64
0.68
0.21
0.20
0.58
0.12
0.58
1.11
1.02
0.83
0.92
1.16
0.87
0.98
0.68
0.61
0.64

Figure 8. RRIs Black Women 1983-2014
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Tests for Average Differences in RRIs Before and After the Implementation of Reforms
A series of independent samples t-tests were conducted to assess mean differences in
RRIs for each offense type before and after the implementation of the three major Oregonian
reforms. First, Table 14 displays the average RRI before and after the enactment of the initial
sentencing guidelines in 1989 for Black women. Across each offense type, the RRIs decreased
during the post-sentencing guidelines era. The average RRI for total and property offenses were
significantly less in the post-guidelines era in comparison to the pre-guidelines era. However, the
RRI increased significantly between pre-and post-sentencing guidelines for drug offenses.
Table 14. RRIs Black Women Pre/Post-Sentencing Guidelines
Pre-Sentencing
Guidelines
1983 - 1989
Mean
SD

Post-Sentencing
Guidelines
1990 - 1996
Mean
SD

Total

19.77

4.34

14.80

2.33

.001*

Violent

30.52

8.48

28.67

7.75

.12

Property

21.45

4.64

15.56

4.35

.001*

Drug

3.71

4.04

12.44

1.88

.001*

Offense

p value

Note * Statistically significant

Second, Table 15 displays the average RRI for Black women before and after the
enactment of Measure 11 in 1994. Across each offense type, similar to sentencing guidelines, the
RRIs decreased during the post-Measure 11 era. The average RRI for total, violent, property, and
even drug offenses were significantly less in the post-Measure 11 era in comparison to the preMeasure 11 era.
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Table 15. RRIs Black Women Pre/Post-Measure 11
Pre-Measure 11
1988 - 1994
Mean
SD

Post-Measure 11
1995 - 2001
Mean
SD

Total

15.97

1.98

11.68

2.54

.001*

Violent

29.77

8.02

19.28

6.49

.001*

Property

17.88

4.02

10.49

3.91

.001*

Drug

11.78

3.69

10.37

0.93

.001*

Offense

p value

Note * Statistically significant

Third, Table 16 displays the average RRI for Black women before and after the
enactment of Measure 57 in 2008. Across each offense type, similar to sentencing guidelines and
Measure 11, the RRIs decreased during the post-Measure 57 era. The average RRI for total,
violent, and drug offenses were significantly less in the post-Measure 57 era in comparison to the
pre-Measure 57 era. There was no significant difference in RRIs for property crimes.
Table 16. RRIs Black Women Pre/Post-Measure 57
Pre-Measure 57
2003 - 2008
Mean
SD

Post-Measure 57
2009 - 2014
Mean
SD

Total

5.59

0.52

4.30

0.59

.001*

Violent

9.92

2.77

6.67

2.3

.001*

Property

4.27

0.31

4.12

1.5

.338

Drug

5.40

1.02

2.60

0.96

.001*

Offense

p value

Note * Statistically significant

Finally, Table 17 displays the average RRI for Latinas before and after the enactment of
Measure 57 in 2008. This was the only measure tested with Latinas due to the change in
measurement of Latinx prior to 1990. The average RRI for total, violent, and drug offenses
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remained relatively stable across pre and post-Measure 57 eras. Dissimilar to the findings with
Black women, there were no significant differences in the average RRI across eras for Latinas.
Table 17. RRIs Latinas Pre/Post-Measure 57
Pre-Measure 57
2003 - 2008
Mean
SD

Post-Measure 57
2009 - 2014
Mean
SD

Total

0.62

0.32

0.61

0.31

.793

Violent

0.62

0.32

0.61

0.31

.793

Property

0.23

0.11

0.25

0.04

.278

Drug

0.76

0.36

0.82

0.22

.292

Offense

p value

Discussion
The current chapter presented the quantitative findings. First, the researcher sought to
determine whether there are racial disparities in women’s imprisonment in Oregon. From a
conflict perspective, incarceration may be used as a mechanism of social control to maintain the
predominantly White status quo (Liska, 1992; Miethe et al., 2017). Indeed, the results indicate
stark disparities for women of Color, particularly during the 1980s and early 1990s.
Over the past three decades, Black women have experienced substantial disparities in
their prison admissions in comparison to White women. On the other hand, Latinas did not
experience substantial racial disparities in their imprisonment in comparison to Black women in
relation to White women. Their admissions remained relative stable and in a similar trend to
White women. It appears that Black women received the harshest disparities within the Oregon
justice system, but these disparities were most notable prior to the enactment of major sentencing
reforms. This diverges from national trends, in which Black female admissions increased
dramatically in the late 1980s (Harmon & Boppre, 2015).
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An additional research question posed was to determine whether sentencing reforms
contributed to racial disparities. The results indicate that sentencing reforms may have actually
decreased racial disparities for Black women in Oregon. This conflicts with Koons-Witt’s (2002)
study, which examined the effects of Minnesota’s presumptive sentencing guidelines. She found
that imprisonment rates for Black women increased after the enactment of presumptive
sentencing guidelines. However, Koons-Witt (2002) used imprisonment rates, not RRIs and the
current analyses include more recent data, which shows changes in imprisonment beyond the
timeframe used in Koons-Witt (2002).
Also, Boppre and Harmon’s (2017) more recent study indicated that presumptive
sentencing guidelines across 40 states decreased disparities (although not statistically
significant), yet in combination with other reforms, presumptive sentencing significantly
increased disparities in female imprisonment. While the focus of this study was on presumptive
sentencing reforms, other macro-level forces specific to Oregon, such as political structure, could
impact racial disparities in Oregon as well.
The results from the current study should be taken with caution. Disparities in Black
female admissions decreased since 1996. Notably, RRIs are a function of both Black female
admissions and White female admissions. Admissions for White women, especially for property
crimes, increased substantially after the enactment of Measures 11 and 57. Yet, since the
enactment of these measures, Black women were nearly evenly admitted for violent and property
offenses, and their RRIs were highest for violent admissions (over seven) in comparison to drug
and property offenses (under three).
Given the percent increases in incarceration from 1983-2014, perhaps the decrease in
racial disparity for Black women is due to the stark increase in the incarceration of White women
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in Oregon starting in the mid-1990s, particularly for property crimes. Perhaps Measures 11 and
57 widened the net of offenses subject to prison terms to include more property offenses
(notably, identity theft) which, then, dramatically increased the number of White women who
were admitted to prison. As there are substantially more White women than Black women in the
state of Oregon (96% of the female population; U.S. Census, 2016), the consequences of this net
widening may have been even more pronounced for White women’s admissions than that of
Black or Latinas.
Importantly, the increase in admissions for White women since 1983 was 573% versus
70% for women of Color. Perhaps Oregon’s sentencing reforms widened the net to include
stricter sentences for nonviolent crimes, namely property offenses. Since 1996, the primary
crime-type for White women was largely property crimes. Hence, the expansion of sentencing
reforms may have contributed to the substantial increase in the number of incarcerated White
women, who represent a far greater proportion of the state population than women of Color, and
more commonly commit property crimes. The increase in White women’s imprisonment may
have occurred due to limitations on downward departures through Measures 11 and 57 in which
White women would typically benefit from judicial discretion (e.g., Farnworth & Teske, 1995;
Spears & Spohn, 1997).
Without control variables, this interpretation is highly speculative (Chapters 8 and 9 will
discuss limitations and future directions). Nevertheless, it is important to consider that these
results may be deceiving. It may not be the case that women of Color are being treated more
fairly in the justice system, but rather that White women are being sentenced at a level of
harshness that was typically reserved for Black women.
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The quantitative results provided evidence through official reports that racial disparities
exist in imprisonment. Yet, this analysis simplifies the complex social interactions that shape
women’s experiences in the criminal justice system. Therefore, qualitative methods were also
employed to provide more insight into women’s perceptions of their justice outcomes.
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Chapter 6: Lived Experiences of Racism and Privilege
As discussed in Chapter 2, U.S. society is stratified based upon gender, race, and other
distinctions. This leads to dominant in-groups as well as marginalized outgroups. In-groups
represent the center of society and cultural norms. Outgroups diverge from social expectations
and norms. Those who diverge, especially based upon race, may encounter biased treatment
based upon their appearance. These biases can result in prejudices or privilege, leading to
negative or preferential treatment depending on one’s social location within society. As
discussed in Chapter 3, Oregon is distinct as it has a relatively low population of persons of
Color (U.S. Census, 2016).
According to intersectionality through a feminist psychology perspective, how one
identifies and is viewed by others creates a distinct social location within social settings (Davis,
2008; Warner, 2008). Understanding such complexities at the individual-level help provide
insight to how women are viewed and treated in larger macro-level structures (Rosenthal, 2016),
including the criminal justice system, which will be discussed in the following chapter. Such
methods have been utilized in feminist psychology (Bowleg, 2008; Cole, 2009), but were not yet
applied to a criminal justice context.
Qualitative methods were employed to answer the following research question: “What
are justice-involved women’s experiences with racism and privilege in Oregon, particularly
within the criminal justice system?” To explore how justice-involved women identify and
subsequently experience social stratification in broad society, participants in the semi-structured
interviews were asked questions related to their identity (see Appendix D). Specifically,
participants were asked to self-identify and then were asked to discuss the positives/negatives of
their identity as well as benefits/challenges they encounter. These questions aimed to derive a
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broad sense of the social realities of women from varying racial backgrounds in relation to White
women.
Participants were first asked to self-identify based upon categories such as gender, race,
sexuality, and religion. For the most part, women in the current study were very aware of their
racial and gender identify. All participants identified as “woman” or “female”. Seven women
(two Biracial, five White), indicated attributes such as personality (e.g., independent, strong) and
spirituality before gender or race. Table 18 presents a final description of how participants
identified.
Table 18. Participant Racial Identification
Pseudonym

Race (Self-Identified)

Abby
Angelface
Carrie
Chloe
Ella
Elsie
GB
Heaven
Jordyn
Kelly
Leyah
MJ
Molly
Scarlet
Sincerity
Smiles
Supergirl
Taren
Vikki

White
Biracial (Black and White)
Caucasian
Biracial (Native American and White)*
Biracial (White and Portuguese)*
White
Biracial (Black and Native American)*
Biracial (Black and White)*
White
White
Black
African American
White
White
African American
White
Latina-Hispanic
Biracial (Black and White)
White

Note * GB and Heaven both indicated that they often self-identify as
Puerto Rican/Mexican/Native. Ella primarily identified as White. Chloe
primarily identified as Native American.

Structural coding and thematic analysis were conducted to detect patterns in women’s
responses related to social stratification based upon race. Three major themes were derived:
experienced racism, negative stereotypes, and experienced privilege. This analysis is based upon
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the semi-structured interviews and focus group responses. Of particular interest for the current
study was how such prejudices relate to justice-involvement. Therefore, data were coded
deductively in search of how women experience racism and privilege broadly as well as negative
stereotypes related to criminality. These major themes will be presented followed by a
concluding discussion, relating results in the current study to theoretical foundations.
“It’s awkward, because they’re still racist:” Experienced Racism
A major theme related to social stratification was experienced racism. Racism represents
any prejudice based upon race. Prior research indicated that women of Color experience racism
at an interpersonal level as well as how they are treated through social institutions (Bowleg et al.,
2003; Cole, 2009; Crenshaw, 1991; Rosenthal, 2016). Specifically, women of Color may
encounter increased stress through day-to-day struggles of overcoming negative stereotypes,
discrimination, and exclusion as part of the racial out-group (Bowleg et al., 2003). These women
must “negotiate” and overcome additional barriers within predominantly White environments in
order to fit in and gain access to similar opportunities and social inclusion (Bowleg et al., 2003).
Six women, all of Color, in the current study reported personal experiences of racism (32% of
the total sample).
Three women of Color described experiences of racism specific to Oregon. When asked
about her childhood, Angelface (Biracial) discussed her life growing up in a rural town in
Oregon10 and provided one example of experienced racism:

In order to maintain the respondent’s anonymity, the actual name of the town is not included. It is a rural small town in Oregon
with a population of less than 2,000 as of 2016 (U.S. Census, 2016).
10
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“For being Black. I didn’t know what a nigger was for the longest time. I had a really big
Afro puff, and it was terrible, it was a mushroom haircut. These kids would [tease me].
One kid… he used to bite his fingernails and spit them in my hair.”
This experience reflects the lack of cultural awareness among those in the small town in Oregon
where Angelface grew up. She was teased because of her Afrocentric features. Additionally,
Sincerity (African American) discussed how she experienced subtle racism because Oregon is
primarily White in regard to its demographic composition. When asked, “Generally, have you
noticed that certain women are treated differently within the criminal justice system?” during
Focus Group 2, Sincerity (African American) described experiences specific to the justice
system, which will be discussed in the following chapter. However, she also discussed her
experiences in broader society in Oregon:
“I'm gonna tell you something about Oregon. See, if you go back South, the White people
gonna let you know they don't like [you]. They gonna say, ‘We don't like you, nigger. Get
out my face.’ But the White people in Oregon act like they like you, but they’re stabbing
you in your back. So, they smile in your face and you don't know what you're dealing
with.”
Angelface and Sincerity’s struggles are similar to those found by Bowleg and colleagues
(2003). Specifically, racial slurs and tense interpersonal interactions are real experiences among
Black women. These forms of multicultural stress (Slavin, Rainer, McCreary, & Gowda, 1991)
can turn into insidious trauma (Root, 1992).
Two other women of Color noted differences in interpersonal interactions with
Oregonians based upon race. When asked, “What are some of the negative aspects of being a
Latina woman?” during her interview, Supergirl (Latina-Hispanic) discussed how she felt as
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though she stands out as a Latina in Oregon: “A lot of people just think [a Latina is] something to
stare at. I get way more attention than I want.” Similarly, when asked, “What are some of the
negative aspects of being a biracial woman?” during her interview, Taren (Biracial) discussed
how she was not able to associate with White persons due to her race: “You can't hang out with
all White groups sometimes, even in churches and things like that. It's awkward, because they're
still racist.” Thus, the consequences of racism include unwanted attention or exclusion from
dominant groups (White). These create added stressors for women of Color to exist within a
stratified system (Bowleg et al., 2003).
One White woman discussed racism insofar as she was assumed to be racist because of
her identity as a White woman. When asked, “What are some challenges you encounter in terms
of your identity as a White woman?” during her interview, Abby (White) discussed how she felt
others assumed she was racist as a White woman from a rural area in Oregon: “Being viewed as
being racist, even though I'm really not racist at all. People naturally assume, because I come
from a small, White town that I'm a racist.” Hence, a common pattern was the notion that racism
may be even worse in rural areas. Based upon women’s responses, 26% of participants (Abby
[White], Angelface [Biracial], Chloe [Native American and White], Elsie [White], and Molly
[White]) noted that discrimination and prejudice is worse in rural Oregon, likely due to the lack
of diversity in those areas.
Bowleg’s research (Bowleg et al., 2003; Bowleg et al., 2012) revealed that Black women,
more specifically Black lesbians, face increased challenges in order to obtain similar
opportunities or situations as White women. Three women of Color in the current study reported
similar experiences in which they felt they had to work even harder to obtain the same
opportunities as White women.
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First, when asked “What are some of the negative aspects of being an African American
woman?” during her interview, Sincerity (African American) discussed how because Oregon is
primarily White, it was even harder for her to gain similar opportunities. She stated,
“I think I would have more privileges as a White woman because I run into racism on a
daily basis, especially in Oregon. Oregon is basically a White state, and for being an
African American woman, I just have to work that much harder to be in the same place
and have the same privileges as a White woman, but it can be accomplished. You just
have to keep your eyes on the prize and stick to your goals.”
Experiencing racism broadly on a daily basis was a common experience noted by Sincerity.
Other participants acknowledged racism in more specific contexts.
When asked, “Have you experienced discrimination or unfair treatment based upon your
race, gender, or age?” during her interview, Sincerity (African American) discussed how she felt
she had to work even harder to have her needs met by the Division of Human Services (DHS)
when attempting to obtain a domestic violence (DV) grant:
“I went to the welfare office and I needed a DV grant to get a place to live because I was
running away from an abusive man, and I told the lady at the front desk that I need it, I
wanted to apply for a DV grant and she told me, ‘Don't apply for it. You won't get it.’
When I went back to meet with the caseworker, I told the caseworker what she said and
the caseworker was like, ‘That's not true.’ She ended up giving me the DV grant.
I had to really advocate for myself. If I wouldn't have advocated for myself, I would've
went with the information she gave me and not had my needs met, and I feel that if a
White woman would've came up, she wouldn't have said that to her. That's the kind of
stuff I faced.”
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Additionally, GB (Biracial) indicated similar struggles of having to fight even harder within the
foster care system due to her race:
“I feel like I get the bad upper hand because I grew up in the system and really don't
have parents, trying to fight for what I believe in by myself. It's harder, especially being
Black.”
Thus, women of Color in the current study described working harder within society in order to
achieve access to resources readily available to White persons.
Beyond interpersonal experiences of racism, prior research indicated that women of
Color struggle to obtain legal aid, representation, and resources due to their intersectional
identities (Arnold, 1990; Crenshaw, 1991, 2012; Donnelly, Cook, Van Ausdale, & Foley, 2005;
Potter, 2008; Rhode, 2004; Richie, 2012). Specifically, as women of Color are more likely to
have low-income and lower education, they may not have access to resources, yet women of
Color are at risk for over policing and surveillance, leading to their increased justice-involvement
and need for legal resources.
For instance, Roberts (2012) discussed how the laws and policies in place make it
extremely difficult for incarcerated mothers of Color to maintain custody of their children (i.e.,
welfare requirements, locations of prisons and access to legal aid once incarcerated, and laws
decreasing mother’s rights), which increase the likelihood for children to go into the foster care
system. The intersection of these systems is only one example of many forms of institutional
racism that overlap and converge in the lives of poor women of Color. The differential access to
resources likely stems from experiences of privilege by White women as well, which will be
discussed in the final section.
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Moreover, prior intersectional research indicated that women of Color place a particular
importance on their identity as “strong Black women” (Bowleg et al., 2003; Potter, 2008).
Specifically, due to their distinct challenges faced as part of their identity, rising above those
challenges and thriving is seen as a positive internal self-characteristic (Bowleg et al., 2003;
Kumpfer, 1999). Similar to this prior research, two women of Color indicated strength and
resiliency as positive aspects of their identity.
Sincerity (African American) and MJ (African American) noted overcoming their
tribulations with the criminal justice system. When asked “What are some of the positive aspects
of being an African American woman?” during her interview, Sincerity stated,
“From my perception of the Black woman, I think through a lot of oppression and
negative stigma, Black women continue to be strong, and they believe in keeping their
families together, regardless of things that have torn us apart like crack cocaine and
criminality. I think the Black woman is resilient.”
Similarly, in response to the same question during her interview, MJ (African American) stated,
“Well, what I'm doing with my life now versus before, what landed me in criminal justice,
I'm able to set an example for other African American women that come behind me and
let them know it is possible. You can overcome those barriers and those past bad
decisions and move on with life.”
For these women of Color, overcoming societal barriers, including the propensity for justiceinvolvement, was innately connected to their sense of self.
Both women indicated their strength and resiliency in resisting barriers in relation to their
race and likelihood of justice-involvement as major positive aspects of their identities. Although
these women were outside the racially dominant group, they desired to overcome negative
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expectations by embracing resilient mindsets. Their experiences highlight how racism can
penetrate a range of regional, social, legal, and cultural barriers. Such barriers are distinct to
Black women as they disproportionately reside in areas with social disorganization and
cumulative disadvantage (Cobbina et al., 2014).
This section discussed justice-involved women’s experiences of racism in Oregon. Six
participants reported experiences of overt and subtle racism in interpersonal interactions, societal
barriers in relation to race, and resiliency in relation to such barriers. Notably, such patterns were
primarily found in Black women’s responses. Racism can manifest into stereotypes and
perceptions of crime as well. This will be discussed in the following section.
“She's just a drug addicted Black woman:” Criminal Stereotypes and Assumptions
Stereotypes are generalized representations, and overt simplifications, of groups of
people from certain racial, gendered, religious, or other categorized backgrounds (Coates et al.,
2018). Understanding stereotypes is important because they can influence prejudices (Coates,
2011). Consequently, stereotypes are an extension of social hierarchies and stratification
reaffirming the dominant culture.
Crime is objectively defined as law breaking behavior, however, the concept and
definition of criminality can vary from a social constructionist perspective (e.g., Barak, 2013;
Rafter, 1990). The social constructivist perspective on criminality is employed to understand
women’s self-perceptions of criminal labels given to them by the state and others. Differential
labeling (Thomas & Thomas, 1928) refers to the notion that certain attributes, primarily race, are
associated with crime. Differential labeling is vital towards understanding biases within the
justice system because it shapes how persons are suspected and sentenced (Britton, 2011; Welch,
2007).
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From an intersectional perspective, understanding one’s own perceptions of their actions
and subsequent labels can provide a better understanding of how persons interact with social
structures (Bowleg, 2008; Cole, 2009). Participants in interviews and focus groups were asked
more specifically about their identity in relation to criminal labels (i.e., inmate, felon, criminal).
Participants were asked if they were ever called a “criminal,” “felon,” “convict,” offender,”
“inmate” or any other term used to refer to those involved in the criminal justice system, and,
how such labels made them feel. Participants were also asked how their identity interacted with
criminal labels. The purpose of such questions was to understand intersectional differences in
how justice-involved women perceive their own labels as well as how they are viewed by larger
society.
Seventeen women (all participants except Smiles and Vikki; both White) indicated that
they were referred to as one of the mentioned labels, namely criminal, felon, and inmate. Eight
women in the current study discussed stereotypes related to race and criminality. These will be
discussed below.
Broad assumptions or norms associating race to criminal involvement overarch
perceptions of women of Color. “Blackness” in general more often related to criminality (Welch,
2007). Consequently, societal assumptions depict Black criminals more so than White criminals.
When asked, “Do you think that criminal labels are any different when they're applied to women
from different backgrounds, so like a Caucasian woman?” during her interview, MJ (African
American) discussed how being Black and criminal the social expectation:
“Yes, absolutely. [Criminal involvement] is not the first assumption that people jump to
[among White people]. A domestic violence call could be a White woman and a Black
man and the White woman could be the aggressor, but the Black man's going to go to
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jail. You're going to see the Black man and you can see a Black man in handcuffs from
getting pulled over but you'll see a White person in handcuffs, you're like, ‘Oh my gosh.
What happened?’ It's completely different.”
MJ’s response echoes prior research portraying the typical Black criminal in contrast to
White victims (Madriz, 1997; Welsh, 2007). This stereotype leads to an automatic assumption
that Black persons are more likely to be involved in lawbreaking behavior. Consequently,
criminality in general may be more associated and normalized among persons of Color. This will
be discussed further in the next chapter in relation to racial profiling as well.
Prior research has indicated more specific stereotypes related to Black women’s
criminality, including drug addiction (particularly to crack), homelessness, aggression, and poor
caretaking skills (Anderson, 2005; Maher et al., 2002; McCorkel, 2013; Roberts, 2012). Notably,
these stereotypes are gendered and racialized, and are specific to women of Color. Similar
patterns were found among five participants’ responses (26% of the total sample) in this
dissertation as well (all women of Color). Primary stereotypes mentioned by participants were
related to perceptions of Black women.
Three women of Color mentioned negative stereotypes related to drug use. Major
stereotypes noted in past literature include negative perceptions related to drug use, particularly
crack cocaine (Maher et al., 2002). When asked during her interview about interactions with
correctional staff, Sincerity (African American) noted “the stigma about Black people, like she's
just a drug addicted Black woman.” When asked a probe question, “How would you say that for
the negative aspects of being an African American woman, how has that impacted your life?,”
Sincerity continued to discuss how her identity affected her own justice-involvement:
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“It's impacted my life a lot because drug addiction has impacted my life. Crack was
mainly a Black drug and crack cocaine took a lot of the Black babies out of because they
said ‘crack baby’, and so they snatched a lot of our children out of the homes and our
children ended up in White families growing up with identity crisis.”
Sincerity alluded to the structural or environmental forces that impacted her life. The
stereotypes and stigma around crack cocaine directly impacted her justice-involvement. Crack
cocaine was prevalent in her community and even led to the removal of young children
(including her own) into the foster care system.
Roberts (2012) noted similar struggles for women of Color to maintain custody despite
the cumulative disadvantage that surrounded them. This finding also relates to Pollack’s (2000)
argument that social forces are important to consider in Black women’s justice-involvement.
Similarly, in response to, “Do you think being a Biracial woman affects also being called a
criminal or a felon?” during her interview, Taren (Biracial) discussed how being Black has
specific implications, particularly related to stereotypes pertaining to drug use and prostitution:
“It could, yeah. Especially being Black. People have a hard time with crack heads, being
considered crack heads, so that's why I would think that it could. I'm not a crack head or
a prostitute. I've been called a ‘crack head’, I've been called a ‘prostitutes’, I've been
called all kinds of shit.”
Likewise, one women of Color also described stereotypes related to drug use and poor
motherhood, which reflects racist gendered stereotyped related to criminality (Crenshaw, 2012).
When asked “Are there any negative aspects of being a Black woman?” during her interview,
Angelface (Biracial) described how she felt negative impacts from the stereotypes related to
motherhood, drug use, and poverty:
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“Yes, because of the culture and scenario and statistics that you get, ‘Oh, crackhead
mama.’ Of course, that’s a negative image. Or, because we were homeless for a while, so
living in a trailer, so then of course, ‘Oh, they must be a bunch of meth heads or drug
addicts, in piss-poor living conditions.’”
Hence, negative stereotypes are compounded through layers of marginalization -race, gender,
and social class.
Relatedly, another woman of Color described a negative stereotype related to poor
motherhood more broadly. When asked, “What would you say are some of the negative aspects
of being an African American mother?” during her interview, MJ (African American) described
the stereotype that Black single mothers tend to have many different children from different
fathers:
“A lot of judgment. Someone will see you, automatically assume you're a single parent
and you have 16 baby dads.”
Another stereotype noted was the idea that Black women are angry or aggressive.
Because some Black women talk loudly, they can be perceived particularly by White people as
aggressive (Gebreyes, 2015; Hurwitz & Peffley, 1997; Peffley et al., 1997; Sniderman & Piazza,
1993). A similar pattern was found based upon two participants’ responses. Aggression broadly
can be related to justice-involvement as anger can be seen as defiance, which in turn can lead to
increased suspicion or punishment (Gebreyes, 2015). Indeed, Black persons in general are seen
as more violent (Sniderman & Piazza, 1993). When asked, “What would you say are some of the
negative aspects of being an African American mother?” during her interview, MJ (African
American) described her struggles when working with the Division of Human Services (DHS)
when fighting for custody:
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“If you are assertive or adamant in pursuing your goal and want to get your child back,
they [DHS] always see you as the angry Black woman or some stigma or label to that
effect. It's not fair and it's not right.”
Similarly, when asked, “Do you think programming, if it was aimed at women of color, so like
specific African American groups for women, would that be more helpful than the general
programs?” during Focus Group 2, Sincerity (African American) discussed how she has been
perceived as aggressive when talking loudly:
“Well, because, I mean, women are women, but African American women are kind of
special. I'm not saying we're better than [White women] or nothing, we just have a
different way of doing things. Like, right now, I'm talking really loudly, and that's just
how I am. Some people can take that as being aggressive, being intimidating, when I'm
just being myself.”
Based upon the aforementioned quotes, negative stereotypes related specifically by Black
women were described by four women of Color, primarily in relation to drug use, motherhood,
prostitution, and aggression. These stereotypes are important to note because they broadly shape
perceptions of women of Color and can impact their interactions with criminal justice
professionals.
Additionally, Supergirl (Latina-Hispanic) described negative stereotypes related to
Latinas and criminality. In response to, “Do you think being a Latina woman is more associated
with being criminal than other races?”, she explained, “I'd say that Latina women are definitely
seen as way more high-profile, high risk [for criminal behavior] than a White girl or even women
of Color.” Further, in response to, “What are some of the negative aspects of being a Latina
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woman?” Supergirl (Latina-Hispanic) discussed how Latinas are perceived as tough because
they engage in behaviors similar to Latino men:
“Latina women are always known to be a little bit more capable of pulling off the kind of
things that men do, and most White girls you don't see running with their crowd of dudes
doing the things that I do and everything else. It's a certain toughness that comes with
it.”
Prior research has also found stereotypes of Latinas related to gang involvement (DiázCotto, 2006; Flores, 2016). And, Miller’s (2001) research indicated that when women are in
gangs, they are considered “one of the guys” due to their involvement in typically male-based
behavior. Accordingly, Black and Latina women could be more suspicious than White women.
Thus far, stereotypes were presented that were discussed by women of Color. These
stereotypes include negative assumptions related to drug use, poor motherhood, and prostitution.
Conversely, three White women described different expectations of criminality in relation to
their identities. When asked, “How do you think being a White woman has impacted your life?”
during her interview, Abby (White) discussed how she noticed being a White woman with a
criminal record conflicted with societal expectations:
“Honestly, it's kind of weird when it comes to having a criminal background, because a
lot of people don't see a White woman as having a really bad criminal background and I
do. I've had some judgements on that.”
The fact that Abby was heavily involved in law breaking behavior contradicts traditional
gendered expectations. Consequently, she felt she received further judgement for her criminal
behavior as a White woman. Also, her response relates to MJ’s domestic violence example, in
which Black criminality is normalized where as White criminality is unexpected.
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Additionally, in response to, “Do you think that being labeled as those types of things is
different for women who have other identities?” during her interview, Abby also discussed how
she noticed racial differences in criminal labeling based upon her experiences with her expartner, a Black man: “Oh, I bet. I know, with my ex, because he's Black, there's a huge
stereotype and stigma on him because he's a Black felon and been to prison. ‘He'll never
change.’, and all that kind of stuff.” Thus, she noticed that criminal stereotypes were more
common for her Black partner in comparison to her as a White woman.
Meanwhile, in response to, “Do you think that being a Caucasian woman has affected
how society has treated you as those labels?” during her interview, Carrie (Caucasian) discussed
how appearance, racial as well as tattoos, can impact assumptions of criminal labels:
“Yes. I would think so. I think that's where it maybe it works almost to my disadvantage
in some ways, because the way that ... The fact that I am a Caucasian woman, and I'm
pretty intelligent, and I'm not super, super, super young, so then if I was on the other side
of the table interviewing someone, or if I was interacting with someone, I would wonder,
‘Okay. How crazy of a criminal are you, because you don't look like just a little thug. You
don't fit the profile,’ so then it leaves them feeling a little more uncomfortable maybe than
if I was African American, or if I had tattoos, or any of these other things where they can
be like, ‘Oh, well, okay. That's not that weird’, because weirdness freaks out people more
than a known danger. They would rather have a known danger than, ‘What is this girl’s
crime? Is she going to steal from me? Does she have identity theft?’ Those are the things
that they wonder immediately.”
In a way, Carrie’s description relates to Abby’s discussion in which criminal involvement
conflicts with societal expectations of White women. However, Carrie noted this could be taken
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as she must have done something especially bad to end up in the justice system as a White
woman, because typically White women are not expected to be justice-involved. Also, her
response relates to prior research indicating expectations of criminality on a basis of age (e.g.,
Koons-Witt et al., 2014; Visher, 1983) in which younger women were considered more of a
threat, or more criminalistics.
Lastly, Elsie (White) discussed how social class may be more of a determining factor in
normalized stereotypes in relation to criminality. When asked “Do you think other women, so
like a woman of Color being labeled as a criminal or a druggie or a thief, do you think that might
be different for them?” during her interview, she responded:
“I feel like less than race, maybe social class. I was raised upper middle class. None of
my family has ever been to jail or involved in any kind of criminality, and so I think that
... I don't want to say it's more acceptable for a person raised in that environment, but it's
more the norm, with drugs in the home all the time, people going in and out of jail and in
and out of prison. I wasn't raised that way.”
Thus, Elsie indicated that criminality may be more normalized among the lower-class.
Specifically, drugs use is more common among those impoverished. However, persons of Color
disproportionately come from impoverished backgrounds and could also be impacted by such
familial factors.
Overall, negative stereotypes exist. The stereotypes noted by women in the current study
most commonly related Black women to criminality, through drug use, prostitution, and poor
motherhood. One Latina participant also noted the perception that her identity is more associated
with criminality. Interestingly, two White women noted that their identities did not fit the
criminal stereotype, due to their racial identity. This subtheme supports prior findings indicating
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that criminality is more often associated with women of Color (Dodge, 2002; Gebreyes, 2015;
McCorkel, 2013; Visher, 1983). The next section will discuss the final theme: experiences of
privilege.
“More socially acceptable:” Experienced Privilege
In a stratified social system, those in the out-groups can experience negative treatment.
Examples of racism and stereotypes were discussed in the previous sections. Conversely, those
in the dominant racial group may be afforded unearned advantages, known as privilege.
Although White men are afforded the most privilege, White women experiences privilege in
relation to women of Color (Hooks, 1984; McIntosh, 2006, 2010). The majority of goods and
services in the U.S. target a predominantly White audience (Leonardo, 2004). As Whites
represent the racial norm, products, entertainment, and signage represent their cultural norms
whereas persons of Color may not have easy access to products and information that is
culturally-relevant (Leonardo, 2004; McIntosh, 2006). Additionally, because White women
represent the norm, they do not face racially-based stereotypes, discrimination, and stigmas
(McIntosh, 2006).
Seven White women (37% of the total sample) responded to questions about identity (the
positives and negatives, benefits and challenges) with patterns related to the concept of privilege.
When asked, “What are some benefits you encounter, in terms of your identity as a White
woman?” during her interview, Abby (White) stated that a positive aspect of being a White
woman is that it is “more socially acceptable.” She expanded,
“There's different social standards. I grew up in a small town, so there wasn't a lot of
color. Moving here, there's a lot of diversity, but there are still stigmas and stereotypes
that you don't really have to deal with as a White person.”
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Abby’s response relates to prior research on privilege, that those in the racial in-group are
considered the norm, and therefore, are more socially accepted (Leonardo, 2004; McIntosh,
2006). Additionally, being part of the dominant racial group avoids negative interpersonal
interactions through stereotypes and stigma (Bowleg et al., 2003). Notably, racism is more
prevalent in rural areas, yet Abby noticed that it continues to persist in Portland.
Similarly, when asked, “What would you say are some of the positive aspects of being a
Caucasian woman?” during her interview, Carrie (Caucasian) stated,
“The positive pieces are going to be that you can blend in in a lot of places. You are not
necessarily limited by your social or economic status. If you want to change your life,
then it's a little bit easier sometimes to break those barriers.”
Again, this relates to social acceptance and opportunities based upon being a part of the in-group.
These unearned advantages represent privilege.
Two White women discussed benefits in relation to being able to obtain advantages or get
away with things. In response to, “Have you experienced any privileges or favorable treatment
based upon your race, gender, age, sexual orientation, religion, et cetera?” during her interview,
Molly (White) indicated direct experiences of privilege. She stated,
“I feel like I'm an attractive, independent, assertive woman and because I know that
there's times that I've used my charm and my looks to get ahead. That's a benefit, I think,
a privilege, favorable treatment.”
In addition to Molly, three other White women alluded they had privilege due to their
identity as White women. In response to “What are some of the positive aspects of being a White
middle-class woman or mom?” during her interview, Elsie (White) discussed how her identity
can grant privileges: “As a White woman in our society today, I'm probably afforded some, not ...
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I don't want to say breaks, but yeah [breaks].” In response to the same question during their
interview, Smiles (White) and Ella (White and Portuguese) both indicated a similar benefit of
getting what they want based upon their identity.
In sum, social stratification provides those in the dominant racial group with unearned
benefits and advantages that represent privilege. White women in the current study reported
privileges in relation to social acceptance and obtaining benefits based upon their identity at the
intersections of gender and race. These privileges likely reflect their social location within the
societal hierarchy. The implications of these findings will be described further in the discussion
section.
Discussion
This dissertation seeks to provide an understanding of justice-involved women’s
experiences of racism and privilege through women’s experiences. The current chapter discussed
three major themes derived from women’s responses during interviews and focus groups. These
themes, developed using structural coding and thematic analysis, were comprised of experienced
racism, stereotypes of and assumptions of criminal involvement, and experienced privilege.
Within each major theme, subthemes were developed as well. Within experienced racism,
women of Color noted overt and subtle forms of racism in Oregon as well as barriers to gaining
access to the same opportunities as White women. In regard to stereotypes and assumptions of
criminality, respondents mainly discussed stereotypes of Black women related to criminality and
a lesser extent Latinas. White women also noted how their identity contradicts stereotypes that
often relate persons of Color to crime. Finally, the last theme described White privilege in which
White respondents discussed benefits and social acceptance based upon their identities.
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Our society is stratified into hierarchies categorized by race, gender, social class and
other distinctions. Race is an important stratum to focus on for this dissertation due to the history
of racial injustice within the criminal justice system (Alexander, 2012; Tonry, 2011). In a
stratified social structure, those in the in group are afforded privilege while those in the out group
are subject to unfair treatment and negative stereotypes. Justice-involved women in the current
study confirmed this phenomenon. Overall, responses indicated that women of Color are treated
with racial prejudice (racism), whereas White women receive benefits and privileges.
Under a conflict perspective, social groups are in constant competition with one another
over resources. It is in the best interest of those in the dominant group to maintain the status quo.
Again, Oregon has a high proportion of White citizens in comparison to persons of Color (U.S.
Census, 2016). From a conflict perspective, those in the non-dominant group, those who are not
White, may be seen a threat (Liska, 1992). One mechanism of social threat at the interpersonallevel is through racism. Also, those who do not represent the center of society can be treated
differentially (Coates et al., 2018). Respondents in the current study noted that racism exists in
Oregon as a whole. However, respondents noted there was an increased prevalence of racism in
rural areas, likely due to a lack of diversity and cultural understanding. This could reflect a lack
of understanding or threat of diverse persons, particularly in rural areas.
Bowleg’s prior research (Bowleg et al., 2003; Bowleg et al., 2012) provided a framework
for understanding women’s experiences of racism at the micro-level within macro-level
structures. Specifically, she found that women experience multicultural stress as Black lesbians
navigating through a predominantly White heteronormative social structure. Six women of Color
in the current study reported experienced racism in relation to interpersonal interactions or
environmental stressors.
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Consequently, Black women often cope through a transactional model of resilience
(Kumpfer, 1999). The current study revealed a similar finding, in which Black women in
particular face stressors from experienced racism. Although the current study did not find the six
steps in the process of resiliency, this could be due to the low sample size and the compounded
intersectional experiences of Black lesbian women in Bowleg and colleagues’ (2003) study.
Importantly, the current study did find support for women resisting racism as well as the
expectation of justice-involvement. Resiliency was noted in response to beating the distinct odds
of persons of Color ending up in the justice system, which expands to the sources of oppression
and stigma from the original transactional resiliency model.
From a conflict and intersectional perspective, negative stereotypes are used to reinforce
dominant White culture and criminalize the outgroup. Women in the current study described
negative stereotypes, primarily of women of Color. This represents differential labeling, in which
certain racial groups are associated with specific deviant behaviors (Thomas & Thomas, 1928;
Welch, 2007). Crime is normalized among persons of Color, but such stereotypes vary under
gendered contexts. Indeed, the stereotypes mentioned were related to illegal, or criminal
behavior: drug use, aggression (violence), poor motherhood, and prostitution, which relates to
prior research as well (Dodge, 2002; Maher et al., 2002; McCorkel, 2013; Roberts, 2012;
Sniderman & Piazza, 1993).
On the other hand, responses indicated that White women are not subject to racialized
stereotypes or prejudices. This reflects their status within the racially dominant group (Leonardo,
2004; McIntosh, 2006). Accordingly, White women in the current study reported experiences of
privilege in which they received unearned benefits or breaks based upon their identities.
Although not mentioned in the results, White women discussed negative stereotypes in relation
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to gender broadly instead of in relation to race. This reflects their in-group status in relation to
race, but not gender. Future research should further unpack stereotypes across intersectional
characteristics (race, gender, and social class).
The current chapter focused on broad experiences in general society as well as negative
stereotypes related to criminality based upon the experiences of justice-involved women in this
study. This chapter was intended to provide a precursor to how women may perceive
experienced biases in the criminal justice system. Specifically, the social stratification within
general society in Oregon likely shapes how women are treated within the criminal justice
system. Accordingly, the following chapter will explore experiences of racism and privilege
specifically within the Oregon criminal justice system.
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Chapter 7: Lived Experiences of Bias within the Justice System
Intersecting identities can impact how individuals are viewed and treated within social
institutions (Connor, 2006). Understanding differential treatment within the criminal justice
system is vital because women of Color are consistently overrepresented and sentenced more
harshly than White women (Boppre & Harmon, 2017; Crenshaw, 2012). Based upon prior
research, it is likely that persons of Color are under increased surveillance and suspicion
(Harcourt, 2008, 2009; Tonry, 2011) and also face increased harshness in sentencing (Alexander,
2012; Steffensmeier et al., 1998; Tonry, 2011) as well as interactions with individual criminal
justice professionals (McCorkel, 2013; Owen et al., 2017). Gender, race, social class, and other
identities produce variations in criminal justice outcomes among differentially situated persons.
One of the main research questions for this dissertation is “What are justice-involved
women’s experiences with racism and privilege in Oregon, particularly within the criminal
justice system?”. In order to examine whether justice-involved women have experienced racially
biased treatment within the Oregon justice system, participants during the interviews were asked
how their identity impacted their justice-involvement and interactions with police, courts, and
corrections. Participants were explicitly asked whether they felt discrimination, defined to them
as any unfair treatment based upon gender, race, social class, or other identifiers impacted their
own justice-involvement. They also were asked about their own experiences, both positive and
negative in relation to interactions with police, courts, and corrections, in the criminal justice
system (see Appendix D). During the focus groups, women were also asked about how gender,
race, social class, and other distinctions could affect justice involvement and experiences in the
correctional system (see Appendix F). Asking these questions helps provide a broad
understanding of women’s interactions with the justice system, and whether such interactions
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were biased or preferential. Some of the respondents (Sincerity and MJ, both African American)
discussed their experiences with the justice system in response to earlier questions about their
identity mentioned in the previous chapter.
Although nine women reported experiencing discrimination based upon gender, race, or
social class broadly in society, six interviewees reported that they felt racial discrimination
impacted their involvement in the criminal justice system (see Table 19). All of these women
identified as Black/African American, Biracial, or Latina. The remaining 13 women reported that
discrimination did not impact their justice-involvement. Most of these women identified as
White, however, two women identified as Biracial/Mixed. Although most women in this study
did not experience discrimination themselves, 14 reported that they have witnessed biased
treatment (see Table 20).
Table 19. Experienced Discrimination in Justice System
Respondents

Women of Color

Number

Pseudonyms

6

GB (Biracial; Interview), Leyah (Black; Interview),
MJ (African American; Interview), Sincerity
(African American; Interview), Supergirl (LatinaHispanic; Interview), Taren (Biracial; Interview)

Table 20. Witnessed Discrimination in Justice System
Respondents

Number

Pseudonyms

7

GB (Biracial; Interview), Heaven (Mixed;
Interview), Leyah (Black; Interview), MJ (African
American; Interview), Sincerity (African American;
Interview), Supergirl (Latina-Hispanic; Interview),
Taren (Biracial; Interview)

White

6

Abby (White; Interview), Carrie (Caucasian;
Interview), Ella (White and Portuguese; Interview),
Elsie (White; Interview), Jordyn (White; Interview),
Molly (White; Interview)

Native American

1

Chloe (Native American and White; Interview)

Women of Color
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Deductive structural coding was conducted followed by thematic analysis to identify
patterns in participants’ responses related to racial biases in the criminal justice system. Based
upon participants’ responses, three major themes were derived: biases through profiling, biases
though sentencing, and biases in the correctional system. These themes will be discussed in
detail below.
Biases Through Profiling
Under a conflict perspective, racial profiling is one method in which the elite can
maintain their dominant status (Parker et al., 2005; Petrocelli et al., 2003). Prior research
indicated that people of Color are at increased suspicion by law enforcement (Petersen, 2018).
This stems from stereotypes associated with “Blackness” or “Brownness” to criminality
(Sniderman & Piazza, 1993; Welch, 2007). Such stereotypes depict from media portrayals of
Black persons involved in crime, including mug shots and arrest videos (Welch, 2007; Young,
1985). The Get-Tough rhetoric during the 1980s also served to maintain stereotypes of Black
persons with political platforms using images of Black criminals to facilitate citizens’ fear of
crime (Welch, 2007). As Black and Latinx persons are generally viewed as a criminal threat,
such generalizations influence police perceptions as well. Whether overt or implicit, it is
generally understood that law enforcers historically have typified suspects of Color and,
subsequently, engaged in racial profiling (Birzer, 2012; Birzer & Smith-Mahdi, 2006; Petersen,
2018; Welch, 2007).
Prior research has examined the prevalence and citizens’ responses to racial profiling
(Birzer & Smith-Mahdi, 2006; Bordua & Tifft, 1971; Weitzer & Tuch, 2002; Wortley et al.,
1997) and observational research revealed that women of Color are treated more harshly by
police (Johnson et al., 2017; Visher, 1983). While women were present in some samples, no
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studies have specifically examined justice-involved women’s perceptions and experiences of
racial profiling. Accordingly, this dissertation seeks to explore such experiences. Based upon
participants’ responses, two major sub-themes emerged in relation to profiling: increased
suspicion of women of Color and decreased suspicion of White women.
“They aim for me:” Persons of Color as “targets” for suspicion. Six women in the
current study discussed how persons of Color are at increased suspicion in comparison to White
persons. A common pattern among women’s responses was that the larger Black community are
targeted by police. Although they were not specifically asked or prompted Heaven (Mixed)
reported profiling of men of Color. In response to “How do you think your identity as a mixed
woman has affected your involvement in law-breaking behavior? “during her interview, Heaven
explained, “That's with almost all of my Black men, getting in trouble because of their races.”
During Focus Group 2, Heaven also stated that, “I feel like [discrimination] affected more so our
Black men than it has me.”
Likewise, when asked, “Are there any negative aspects of being a biracial woman?” GB
(Biracial) discussed police interactions with citizens in which Black persons are targeted:
“Everybody sees that Black people are mostly getting killed by the police. It's always
something going on by the police or the community or somebody attacked somebody
that's Black. It's Black is a target thing.”
Similarly, when asked, “Do you think your identity as an African American woman has affected
those negative interactions by police?” during her interview, Sincerity (African American)
responded, “Yes” and explained that she felt her community in North Portland was patrolled and
targeted:
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“Black people are targeted. It's like some officers need to make a quota, like they need to
get so many arrests or need to work their way up in the ranks and they target [us, Black
people], we're easy targets.”
The previous quotes reflect women of Color’s perceptions of racial profiling. Other
women further acknowledged differences dues to race and perceptions of criminality.
Specifically, White respondents think about targeting in a context of associations with other
identified persons (of Color). Additionally, one Black-identified participant also noted the
feelings of suspect when associating with other Black persons.
Chloe (Native American and White) noticed racial profiling broadly. When discussing
“Generally, have you noticed that certain women are treated differently, based on their
identifying characteristics such as race, sexual orientation, social class, that kind of thing?”
during Focus Group 1, Chloe explained:
“There's a lot of assumption that are based on the way that you appear. And that's
common throughout society of course. However, it's unfortunate that interactions with
the police, there will be assumption that are made about you, based on your
appearance.”
She expanded how perceptions of race, criminal history, and social class impact law
enforcement outcomes, particularly in a rural town:
“I would say, for me I've noticed that, I'm from [blinded for confidentiality].11 I was in
the criminal justice system down there and I noticed anybody that's lower class or of
color, or of course repeated offenders, get treated with the stigma of it.”

In order to maintain the respondent’s anonymity, the actual name of the town is not included. It is a small rural town in Oregon
with a population under 20,000 as of 2016 (U.S. Census, 2016).
11
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Consequently, stereotypes are harmful as they can result in biases from law enforcement.
As law enforcement make judgements based upon stereotypes, it can lead to increased suspicion
based upon societal norms related to criminals. These largely include ideas related to who will
offend again: persons of Color, those with a criminal history, and those in the lower-class.
Relatedly, when asked, “How do you think your identity as an African American mother
has affected your involvement in law-breaking behavior?” during her interview, MJ (African
American) noted an increased suspicion in comparison to other races: “If you're in company with
other races, you're going to be the target or the person of interest first and foremost.” Similarly,
Chloe (Native American and White) and Vikki (White) noted that suspicion depends on what
racial group a woman associates with. It does not necessarily need to be her own race, but the
race of her associates. In response to, “Do you think that justice-involvement among women
varies across race or social class?” during Focus Group 1, Chloe explained,
“I think it just depends on what the races are involved in sometime. Some races are
known to do different criminal things and it depends on where you come from, who's
around you, what their focus is.” Vikki agreed with Chloe’s statement.
Chloe’s statement highlights how police may stereotype or generalize groups of persons
based upon race. For instance, certain racial groups are associated with certain types of drug use
(Beckett, Nyrop, & Pfingst, 2006). And, the racial group in which a woman associates with, even
if the woman is White, can impact suspicion.
Thus, racial profiling is a pervasive issue that impacts men, women, and communities of
Color (Birzer, 2012; Johnson et al., 2017; Welsh, 2007). Five respondents noted that Black
persons in general are targeted by police, whether in rural or urban areas. As Black persons are
associated with criminality, they are more likely to be suspected in relation to other racial groups
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(Welsh, 2007). As shown in the current study, this includes the racial groups women associate
with as well, even if they are not Black or Latina-identified.
Five women of Color discussed experiences of racial profiling personally: Leyah (Black),
MJ (African American), Sincerity (African American), Supergirl (Latina-Hispanic), and Taren
(Biracial). Their responses reflected profiling specifically of women of Color. In response to,
“Do you think that your identity as an African American woman has affected your interactions
with the police?” during her interview, MJ (African American) stated, “Just the profiling, racial
profiling.” She provided an example:
“I was pulled over and stopped because I was driving a rental car and I was Black. They
assumed that I was a drug dealer and they searched the whole car. They couldn't tell me
why they pulled me over. They said someone had made a call about our vehicle, but we'd
only been on the road for 10 minutes and we were on a highway, so nobody could have
called about us. When they couldn't find any drugs, they ended up having to let us go.
They didn't impound the car. They made us leave the car, but they didn't impound the car.
We had to come back the next day and pick up the car.”
MJ’s experience highlights the negative impacts of racial profiling. Merely being
suspected can lead to detainment. Prior research has shown that “unjust” stops can negatively
impact citizen’s perceptions of police (Birzer, 2012), which can further intensify racial tensions.
Reflecting on racial targeting, Supergirl (Latina-Hispanic) described how being Latina
led to increased suspicion by police. In response to, “How do you think your identity as a Latina
woman has affected your involvement in law-breaking behavior?” during her interview, she
stated, “I know [my identity] definitely helped the cops aim for me. I know it's definitely played a
key aspect in being recognized.”
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Also, Sincerity (African American) indicated that her family ties can also impact
suspicion from police. In response to, “Do you think that your identity as an African American
woman has affected your interactions with the police?” during her interview, she stated:
“I come from a huge family, and my family has a history with the police over years and
generations, so there's kind of this stigma on my family. One time I was pregnant and
then the police came into a drug house, and I'm not going to say my family name, but they
were like, ‘Ew, you're bringing another so and so into the world? Oh God, we don't need
no more of you.’”
The above quotes provide experiential support that women of Color are targeted. This is a
result of their racialized social location. Although women as a whole are perceived as less
threatening than men (Madriz, 1997), as Black women are associated with criminality, they are
subject to increased suspicion in comparison to White women (Crenshaw, 2012; Maher et al.,
2002).
To summarize, women of Color, namely Black women, experience increased suspicion
from law enforcement (Crenshaw, 2012; Visher, 1983). Based upon women’s responses, this
suspicion stems from larger stereotypes and assumptions of Black criminality, which has been
found in previous research as well (McCorkel, 2013; Welsh, 2007). On the other hand, White
women in the current study did not report profiling, and actually observed decreased suspicion.
This relates to their social location in which Whiteness in general is not associated with
criminality.
“Under the radar:” Less suspicion among White women. While prior research
indicated persons, and women, of Color are considered more suspicious, the inverse may be true
for White women. Similar to their experiences of privilege in broad society, White women are
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afforded benefits when interacting with police as well. As White women align more closely with
traditional gendered norms, and also as “innocent victims,” they may be less likely to be
suspected (Daly, 1994; Madriz, 1997; Visher, 1983). Also, as White women represent the racial
or cultural norm, their criminal and/or delinquent behavior may go undetected.
The following quotes depict women’s privilege when interacting with police. Three
White women discussed how they felt that police were less suspicious of them. For example, in
response to, “How do you think your identity as a White woman has affected your involvement
in law-breaking behavior?” during her interview, Elsie (White) described how she felt her
identity made her seem less suspicious to police:
“I think that [my identity] affected my involvement in that I have been less involved than
had I been a Black man, for example. I think that particularly for charges that I faced in
the past, like when I was in active addiction, I did a lot of car prowling.12 I think if you
saw a woman looking like me, looking in a car, it’s not as suspicious. I think I definitely
fly under the radar, and so that's kept me off the grid [in relation to police suspicion].”
Similarly, two White women indicated that when they were involved in shoplifting, they
felt security staff perceived them as less suspicious. Abby (White) in response to, “How do you
think your identity as a White woman has affected your involvement in law-breaking behavior?”
during her interview, stated:
“I guess when I first started my criminal activity, I wasn't noticed as much. My exboyfriend, he was Black. I stole a lot of stuff from stores. If we both walked into the store,

According to Elsie during her interview, car prowling involves, “walking around seeing if there's stuff in cars so you can break
into the car and steal.”
12
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the security was more likely to follow him around than me, when in all reality, I was the
one stealing everything and he wasn't touching a thing.”
Likewise, Carrie (Caucasian) also noticed decreased suspicion of her due to race. In response to
“Have you experienced any privileges or favorable treatment based upon your race, gender, age,
et cetera?” during her interview, she stated:
“I'm sure that I have. I feel like there have been quite a few times where maybe I was
detained by loss prevention, or they were kind of following me but ended up letting me
go.”
Carrie and Abby’s accounts indicate that persons of Color face increased suspicions not
only from police officers, but also security officers (similar to findings in Birzer & Smith-Mahdi,
2006). This is comparison to how White women are treated: with less use of force and decreased
suspicion. However, this comparison was related to men and persons of Color broadly, rather
than women of Color.
Additionally, two White women discussed how their identity and looking young helped
them receive more favorable treatment from police. When asked, “Are there any negative aspects
of being a woman or being White or a mom, working class?” during her interview, Elsie stated,
“None that I've experienced. Honestly, I've had very little interaction with the criminal justice
system and what I've had, people have been really nice.” Elsie expanded how looking young and
acting “naïve” helped her to seem less suspicious, and police would let her off with a warning or
the punishment would be lesser:
“I've only been pulled over in my car once. In the past, I've tried to use [my identity] to
my advantage. I'm going to be honest, to play [dumb]. I was just kind of like I'm just
clueless. A lot of people think I'm a lot younger than I am, so play into that.”
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She discussed further,
“With the whole clueless thing, there have been situations where someone confronted me
and I would just be like, ‘Oh, I'm sorry. I didn't know, I'm just ditsy’ and I’ve gotten away
with stuff.”
Elsie avoided negative interactions with police based upon her identity. Not only was she
treated favorable because of her race, but also “playing dumb.” This relates to gendered
stereotypes that White women are more innocent and less blameworthy than women of Color
(Madriz, 1997; McCorkel, 2013). Ultimately, her experience reflects the White privilege White
women noted experiencing broadly in society in Chapter 6. However, the fact that she got away
with more looking younger conflicts with prior research indicating that older women are more
likely to be treated leniently. Specifically, it was suggested that older women fit middle-class
gendered expectations (Visher, 1983) as more submissive than younger women, therefore
receiving chivalrous treatment.
Ella (White and Portuguese) reflected upon a similar phenomenon in which her race and
age seemed to assist in leniency from law enforcement. When asked, “Have you experienced like
any privileges or favorable treatment, based on being a woman or White or strong?” during her
interview, she stated, “I used to look more innocent, so I guess with police, I used to get away
with a lot more.” Consequently, stereotypes related to White women’s gendered norms, as
innocent or less criminal, can afford them favorable biases from police. This has been found in
prior research as well in which White women are treated more lenient or paternalist under the
selective chivalry effect in comparison to Black women (Britton, 2011; Farnworth & Teske,
1995; Visher, 1983).
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To conclude, women are treated differently by police in relation to the color of their skin.
Similar to judges under focal concerns theory (Steffensmeier et al., 1998), police must make
judgements about which perpetrators to search and/or surveil, and, they may rely on perceptual
shortcuts that stem from stereotypes. This can result in racial profiling (Birzer, 2012; Welch,
2007). Overall, 14 (96%) women in the current study gave responses indicating increased
suspicion of women of Color, and decreased suspicion of White women. While biased treatment
substantiates through racial profiling, it may also arise through judicial decisions. The following
section will discuss this further.
Biased Sentencing
Intersectional contexts can produce differences in the level of harshness, or
severity/punitivness, in sentencing outcomes. Empirical research confirmed that women of Color
were less likely to receive the benefits of downward departures or charge dismissals and are
given longer sentences in comparison to White female defendants (Albonetti, 1997, 2002;
Koons-Witt et al., 2014; Stacey & Spohn, 1997; Spohn, Gruhl, & Welch, 1987; Steffensmeier,
Kramer, & Streifel, 1993). Prior research has also shown that women of Color are more likely to
be imprisoned than White women (Boppre & Harmon, 2017; Koons-Witt, 2002). As discussed in
Chapter 2, White women typically fit gendered norms, and therefore, are privy to the chivalry
effect, in which the judiciary may grant them lesser sentences to prevent them from the pains of
imprisonment (Albonetti, 1991; Britton, 2011; Franklin & Fearn, 2008; Thomas, 1907; Zingraff
& Thomson, 1984). This is referred to as selective chivalry (Farnworth & Teske, 1995). Women
in the current study confirmed this phenomenon as well. Two major sub-themes will be
discussed further below.
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“A Black person would get more hard time than a White person for the same exact
crime:” Harsh Sentences for men and women of Color. Seven women in the current study
discussed differential sentencing outcomes based upon race. Four women of Color (Heaven, MJ,
Sincerity, and Supergirl) reported that they were treated harshly within the criminal justice
system. Two women of Color compared their outcomes to others involved, including the race of
their co-defendant and victim. MJ (African American) committed identity theft with her
boyfriend at the time who was White. In response to, “Have you experienced discrimination or
unfair treatment based upon your race or gender?” during her interview, she responded,
“Absolutely” and described how her co-defendant a much more lenient sentence despite having
an extensive criminal record:
“The crime that I'm on probation for now, my co-defendant, which was my boyfriend at
the time was Caucasian. He was looking at 14 years because he had priors and we had
identity theft charges. I was looking at 90 days. He ended up doing two months in county
jail and getting released with a six-year suspended sentence, and I got four years in
prison for my first-time offense.
In explaining the difference in sentencing outcomes, MJ continued:
It definitely had a lot to do with race and how the courts viewed him. Because there's no
way someone with 72 priors should be getting two months in jail and get out, and
someone without a record is getting four years. When he realized he was in trouble, he
pointed the finger at me and blamed me for everything, but I've never had any record of
identity theft. He has a whole history of it, so clearly he’s the one who instigated the
crime.”
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MJ’s experience reflects differential treatment in the courtroom. Her case is a good example
because it compares the sentencing outcomes of a woman of Color with few prior convictions to
a White man with multiple prior convictions.
As criminal history is meant to be a major determent in sentencing particularly under
sentencing guidelines (Miethe & Moore, 1985; Steffensmeier et al., 1998), this outcome is
unexpected. Prior research has also found that Black women receive harsher sentences in
comparison to White men (Spohn, Gruhl, & Welch, 1987). However, criminal history should be
the biggest predictor of sentencing outcomes over race (Tillyer et al., 2015). Nonetheless, MJ’s
experience reveals that this is not always the case.
Additionally, in response to, “Do you think discrimination in any way has contributed to
your involvement in the criminal justice system?” during her interview, Heaven (Mixed)
described how she thought her sentencing outcome for her and her co-defendant was harsh,
likely due to the race of the victim:
“It might have, considering I was in a court full of a lot of White people. It was a White
man who died and it was a Black man who committed the crime, and then there was a
Mixed girl. They never really asked about my race, but where everyone around me
might've looked at me as Black. I never really had the racism card pulled on me, but they
were definitely looking at the facts that a White man was killed. My co-defendant got 30
years.”
Therefore, biases in sentencing could also relate to the victim’s race. The above example
relates to Black’s (1976) theory that law benefits those in higher social status. Consequently,
cases with White victims receive more attention, and subsequently, higher clearance rates
(Roberts & Lyons, 2009). Research has also documented how Black defendants are sentenced
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more harshly when the victim is White (e.g., Hymes, Leinart, Rowe, & Rogers, 1993; Sommers
& Marotta, 2015). Consequently, when the victim is White, it is considered an even more serious
violation requiring legal action, as the law represents the best interest of the dominant group
(Black, 1976). Sentencing outcomes in relation to race also reflect common stereotypes in which
Black persons are construed as dangerous criminals and White persons as innocent victims
(Higginbotham, 2002; Madriz, 1997; Welsh, 2007).
Again, as law is stratified in relation to social hierarchies, through which the law benefits
the dominant group, those in the nondominant group may have less access to legal resources
(Black, 1976; Rhode, 2004). Prior research also indicated that women of Color have decreased
access to legal aid, justice, and resources, due to their positionality and gendered norms that
favor White feminine characteristics (Coker, 1999; Crenshaw, 1991; Lee & Lee, 1993).
Participants in the current study reported barriers to accessing justice13 in Chapter 6. Such
barriers can also impact sentencing. When asked, “Do you think your identity as an African
American woman has affected your interactions with the judicial system?” during her interview,
Sincerity (African American) described her initial experiences in the justice system as a Black
woman and lack of adequate legal representation:
“Referring back to all the times when I was really young and I was getting all those pipe
charges, the judge [seemed like], ‘Okay, we're going to give her a felony. We're going to
let her take the plea bargain.’ Nobody was really saying the judge is supposed to let you
know‘ [Sincerity], you know you don't have to accept this.’ It almost seemed like the

13

Access to justice refers to the ability to gain equitable representation and legal outcomes (see Chapter 2, for a review).
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judge, the DA [District Attorney], and my public defender were all in cahoots to just bank
up my felonies. No one was giving me the correct information.”
She expanded,
“I think that if I was a White woman, I would've had a better chance at getting the proper
presentation and explaining to me my rights and the way that the court system goes that I
actually had a chance to fight that and have an alternative than to just accepting that it
was a felony and having a felony on my record.”
Sincerity’s description reflects the disadvantage poor persons of Color face in the courtroom.
Also, her response reflects gendered expectations that younger Black women are less likely to
receive leniency from the courts (Koons-Witt et al., 2014; Visher, 1983).
The disadvantages discussed by Sincerity can impact access to justice. With a lack of
knowledge about court proceedings, stemming from lower educational attainment, and decreased
financial resources to afford adequate representation can lead to unfavorable outcomes in trail
proceedings (Black, 1976; Higginbotham, 2002; see Chapter 2). As criminal history is a major
factor in sentencing decisions, once a person is justice-involved, outcomes become much more
severe. Yet, as women of Color are more likely to come from undereducated, impoverished
backgrounds, they do not have access to the same resources as White women, which can set
them up for disadvantages in the legal system early on (Crenshaw, 2012).
Supergirl illuminated this interaction between race and criminal history as well. In
response to, “Do you think you being a Latina woman had anything to do with how they treated
you that way, or any other examples in the past?” during her interview, Supergirl (LatinaHispanic) she stated:
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“I'm sure that my past mixed with the ethnicities and the stereotypical banter that people
have about [race], hasn't been of any support, that's for sure. I don't know how much it
played into the [harsh sentence], but I know it didn't help stop it.”
Indeed, the interaction between race and criminal history can lead to harsher sentences for all
defendants (Harcourt, 2015; Miethe & Moore, 1985) and for women more specifically (KoonsWitt et al., 2014; Tillyer et al., 2015). This is highlighted by focal concerns theory, in which
future dangerousness is considered both through criminal history and racial stereotypes. KoonsWitt and colleagues (2014) found that women (across racial subgroups) with a criminal history
were sentenced similarly to men after the enactment of sentencing guidelines. Yet, Harcourt
(2008, 2015) has argued that criminal history is a proxy for race, because persons of Color are
much more likely to be justice-involved due to the social context in which they are viewed as
more criminal by criminal justice decision makers.
Beyond their personal experiences with sentencing outcomes, participants mentioned
harsh sentencing outcomes for men and people of Color as a whole. When asked a probing
question, “Anything else about people being treated differently within the criminal justice system
based on race or class? Gender? Do you notice any differences, men versus women?” during
Focus Group 2, Sincerity (African American) discussed how sentencing outcomes are harsher for
men of Color. She stated, “Black men get it real hard. They get the book threw at them.” This
confirms Steffensmeier and colleagues’ (1998) integral research and more recent findings
(Ulmer, Painter-Davis, & Tinik, 2016) that despite the enactment of guidelines, Black men
received the harshest judicial outcomes.
Other women who did not identify as Black or Biracial also discussed how persons of
Color are sentenced more harshly. When asked, “Have you noticed in the criminal justice system
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women are treated differently based on race or anything?” during her interview, Jordyn discussed
how she observed harsher treatment in small towns outside of Portland. She stated, “I wouldn't
want to be Black in [blinded for confidentiality]14 going in front of a judge.” She elaborated,
“If a person got in trouble in Oregon City, a Black person would get more hard time than
a White person for the same exact crime.”
Similarly, when asked, “Have you noticed in the criminal justice system, certain women are
treated more negatively than others based on race or social class or anything?” during Focus
Group 1, Carrie (Caucasian) described a similar effect among defendants of Color:
“Say for instance, you go in front of the judge. If that person feels that they're looking at
your rap sheet and you've been back three times and they look at your situation, they're
going to make a judgment call and part of it is going to be whether you appear to be
African American or Native.”
Regardless of the racial identity of participants, six women spoke about racial disparities
in sentencing both in urban and rural locations throughout Oregon. Additionally, three women
also noted that sentencing outcomes may be impacted both by race and criminal history. As
discussed above, race and criminal history are innately connected to one another as persons of
Color are more likely to have interactions with the justice system (Harcourt, 2015).
However, offense severity may serve to “even out” sentencing disparities. As discussed
by Steffensmeier and colleagues (1998), there is less discretion in serious offenses, particularly
murder, as sentencing guidelines are even more rigid for those crimes. Heaven (Mixed)
mentioned this in her response. When asked, “Do you think being labeled a criminal is different

In order to maintain the respondent’s anonymity, the actual name of the town is not included. It is a smaller town in Oregon
with a population under 40,000 as of 2016 (U.S. Census, 2016).
14
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for women who have other identities? Do you think it's different for a Native American who's
labeled a criminal, different than a White woman who's labeled a criminal?” during her
interview, Heaven (Mixed) noted that sentencing outcomes depend on the crime. She stated,
“I feel like it depends on what it is. Let's say it was murder. I feel like everyone's going
down for murder. The only way they have it any different is if they have money. Not
color. Color does not matter. Money matters.”
Thus, even though murder may afford less judicial discretion, Heaven implied that social class
may help impact sentencing outcomes.
Prior research also found that effective representation impacts sentencing outcomes,
which is a reflection of social class (Carlin & Howard, 1964; Galanter, 1974). If individuals have
adequate legal representation, they may be able to escape harsh sentences, even for murder
(Goodpaster, 1983). This has been highlighted in famous legal proceedings, such as the O.J.
Simpson murder trial (Stewart, 1995). Black women may have even decreased access to such
representation as the come from impoverished backgrounds (Collins, 1998) and are judged based
upon the stigma of their racial identity (Crenshaw, 2012; Richie, 2012).
In sum, six participants (four women of Color and two White women) described how
persons of Color are typically are sentenced more harshly. Prior research has also found that
Black persons in general, especially Black men, are sentenced more harshly in comparison to
White persons (e.g., Steffensmeier et al., 1998; Ulmer et al., 2016). The current study suggests
that perceptions of experiences of racism is demonstrated through sentencing outcomes is still a
reality today. Although women as a whole are sentenced more leniently than men, women of
Color are not afforded the same leniency within gendered outcomes (e.g., Koons-Witt et al.,
2014). Women in the current study confirmed this as well.
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This differential treatment in the courtroom is likely a result of social biases through
stratification. As White women in general are afforded privilege in general society, a similar
effect may occur in sentencing outcomes as well. This phenomenon will be discussed in the
following section.
“You're too pretty to be in jail:” White women’s privilege in the courts. Again, prior
research indicated that White women generally receive lesser sentences in comparison to women
of Color (Koons-Witt, 2002; Koons-Witt, 2014). These likely stems from privilege afforded to
White women more broadly and stereotypes of White women as innocent rather than as
criminals (Madriz, 1997; McCorkel, 2013). Accordingly, the judiciary may view White women
as less of a threat than women of Color, leading to favorable sentencing outcomes. However,
these effects are conditioned further by heterosexual gendered role expectations. Specifically,
mothers and women who are married tend to receive lesser sentences (Bickel & Peterson, 1991;
Freiburger, 2010; Griffin & Wooldredge, 2006; Herzog & Oreg, 2008; Koons-Witt, 2002) and
downward departures (Freiburger & Hillinski, 2013; Spears & Spohn, 1997). As discussed in
Chapter 2, this relates to the chivalry thesis that women must be protected from the pains of
imprisonment because they are less dangerous and have social responsibilities in the community,
namely caring for their families (Britton, 2011; Daly, 1989; Koons-Witt, 2002; Freiburger &
Hillinski, 2013).
Women in the current study discussed how they were afforded leniency in their
sentencing outcomes. Three White women (Carrie, Elsie, and Jordyn) reported leniency in their
sentencing outcomes due to their racial and gender identities, and in particular, this leniency
occurred from the judicial system early on. When asked, “Have you experienced discrimination
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or unfair treatment based upon your race or gender?” during her interview, Carrie (Caucasian)
stated, “From the system, no, not really.” She elaborated,
“I have always felt like I probably got away with more because of my race and gender
than I would have otherwise. I definitely got second chances to be on bench probation. I
got put on probation instead of serving extra time before I had gone to prison, so there
were times where I feel like it worked in my benefit.”
Similarly, when asked, “How do you think your identity as a White woman has affected your
involvement in the criminal justice system?” during her interview, Jordyn (White) said she felt
being a White woman helped her escape going to jail early on:
“If anything, I think it prevented it at the beginning… Because I was a White female and I
got in trouble, I got a slap on the wrist. And then I started doing more serious stuff. Even
then, I definitely got treated better than a person of another race would have got treated.
But I think because I was a woman and I'm pretty, that I got lighter penalties because of
that. Even my attorney said, ‘You're too pretty to be in jail. You don't need to be here.’”
Thus, not only being White, but also attractiveness can help with favorable outcomes.
This related to prior research indicating that when women perform traditional
heteronormative gendered norms, they are afforded leniency by the judiciary (Daly, 1989;
Freiburger & Hillinski, 201; Koons-Witt et al., 2014). However, past literature primarily focused
on marital status or motherhood, not physical attractiveness. Nonetheless, perceptions of
attractiveness could also relate to the paternalistic nature of the male judiciary. And often,
attractiveness is in relation to social norms, in which White women would likely benefit over
Black women (e.g., Chin Evans, & McConnell, 2003; Cunningham, Roberts, Barbee, Druen, &
Wu, 1995).

152

Another White woman mentioned experiences of leniency early on in relation to how she
was perceived. When asked “Do you think being a White woman had anything to do with how
you were treated in the court system?” during her interview, Elsie (White) responded:
“Probably, because the first time I went through the court system, that was my first and last
time.” When asked to explain further, Elsie considered her outcomes had her identity been
different. She expanded,
“The judge said to me, ‘You're a very articulate, intelligent young lady.’ I was like,
‘Okay.’ I'm sure that if I'd been some sort of gruff undereducated man, whether or not of
color, or a woman of color, it probably would've ... things could've turned out different
for me, I'm sure.”
Elsie and Jordyn’s experiences confirm that White women receive leniency from the judiciary
based upon gendered and racial assumptions.
Under the chivalry thesis, the judiciary seeks to protect White women from further harm
(Thomas, 1907). Consequently, they will avoid sentencing them harshly. Elsie and Jordyn were
attractive and/or articulate. This likely played into gendered norms that women are meant to be
polite and pretty (Daly, 1989; Dodge, 2002; Hill, 2002), which helped with their sentencing
outcomes from the start of their justice involvement. A meta-analysis also found that physical
attributes, including race, gender, and attractiveness, were found to impact preferential
sentencing outcomes (Mazzella & Feingold, 1994). Yet, prior research indicated that younger
women would receive less chivalrous treatment than older women (Visher, 1983), however, this
notion has not been supported by recent sentencing research (Koons-Witt et al., 2014).
Women of Color have noticed the leniency afforded to White women by the judiciary as
well. One woman of Color also noted lenient treatment of White defendants in comparison to
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those of Color. During Focus Group 2 while discussing issues specific to racial groups, Heaven
(Mixed) stated: “White people they had money, or even if they didn't they could have put on a
suit or stood before the judge and they get a slap on the wrist.” Her response indicates that
beyond the appearance of social class, White persons are sentenced more leniently. This
represents access to justice, under Black’s (1976) theoretical framework. Those in the dominant
group, with higher social status, will be afforded preferential outcomes.
To summarize, four participants in the current study described differences in judicial
outcomes based upon their racial identities. Overall, respondents noted the perception that
women of Color are sentenced more harshly while White women are sentenced more leniently.
Even when asked to discuss understandings of others, women of Color, in explaining White
women’s experiences, articulate how they are treated differently and with more tolerance.
Similarly, when White women discussed perceptions of Black women’s experiences, they noted
inequitable treatment based primarily on race. These findings are supported by prior research that
documents that White women are afforded preferential treatment due to their alignment with
traditional gendered roles (Dodge, 2002; Freiburger & Hillinski, 2013; Tillyer et al., 2015). The
following section will discuss biases that also penetrate outcomes in the correctional system.
Biases in the Correctional System
Prior research indicated that correctional policies and practices were originally designed
for men, then generalized and applied to women (Chesney-Lind, 2006; Van Voorhis, 2012).
Since the 1990s, a large amount of research and scholarship has been devoted to developing
gender-responsive correctional strategies for women (see Wattanaporn & Holtfreter, 2014 for a
review). However, gender was prioritized with less of an emphasis on cultural competency and
culturally-specific needs. While the developers of gender-responsive correctional strategies
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recognized that services should be culturally-relevant (Bloom et al., 2003), this has not been
fully addressed, due to a lack of evaluation research on racially specific groups.
In thinking about gender-responsive needs for justice-involved women, racial and
cultural distinctions are important to address as prior research indicates that social hierarchies are
amplified in correctional settings, due to the authoritarian and “us versus them” nature of the
relationship between correctional staff and prisoners as well as between prisoners themselves
(McCorkel, 2013; Owen et al., 2017). Biases in profiling, experiences with law enforcement,
with the courts and sentencing have been highlighted. Yet, women in the current study also noted
similar issues in relation to biases within the correctional system. Based upon their responses,
two major subthemes were derived: prejudice and segregation as well as the need for cultural
competency. The findings will be discussed further below.
“I've never dealt with racism until I went to prison:” Prejudices and segregation.
Prejudice is important to examine in correctional settings because it impacts personal well-being
as well as access to prison capital (i.e., resources to maintain safety while incarcerated; Owen et
al., 2017). Prejudicial treatment can come from staff members in which certain women are
treated poorly in relation to White women (McCorkel, 2013), but also from other prisoners as
well (Owen et al., 2017). Four participants, three women of Color and one White woman,
reported experiencing prejudices from staff or other prisoners.
Two women of Color reported prejudices from correctional staff based upon race. When
asked, “As a Black woman, have you ever been treated unfairly?” during her interview, GB
(Biracial) reported that she experienced overt racism in prison; that these experiences were the
first encounters of racism. She said, “Basically, I've never dealt with racism until I went to
prison.” When probed further, GB indicated that the correctional officers seemed racist: “You see
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how they are very racist. Some don't like you because of what they believe in or [they’re] White
supremacists.” On the other hand, Sincerity (African American) discussed the interaction
between being Black and a criminal. In response to, “Do you think that being an African
American woman has affected how society has treated you as an inmate or a felon?” during her
interview, she stated,
“Back to being in Coffee Creek and in jail, we [Black women] don't get a fair shake.
You know what I mean? I don't think ... The system is designed for, I can't really say
White [or] Black, but it’s more like a criminal thing because you have White criminals,
you have Black criminals, and they treat us as criminals. They don't treat us as people
with problems who need those problems addressed. I wouldn't say that [correctional staff
are] specifically prejudiced against Blacks. They're just prejudiced against criminals, but
then being Black and criminal is a double.”
It is apparent that for Sincerity, being treated like a human, or a person, was a low occurrence in
prison overall. However, this dehumanizing treatment was heightened for Black women.
Studies have shown that some correctional officers may not treat prisoners particularly
kindly because they believe in retribution, or the idea that criminals deserve punishment (Cullen,
Lutze, Link, & Wolfe, 1989). However, as noted in Sincerity and GB’s experiences, correctional
officers treat Black women differently. This difference is likely due to correctional officers
identifying as the White majority (Prison Policy Initiative, 2005). Their racial biases seep into
their interpersonal interactions with prisoners.
Thus, Black women are specifically targeted and treated differently than their Whiteidentified, albeit criminal, peers. This preferential treatment was pronounced through differential
job placement in prison. Sincerity noticed that White female prisoners were offered better job
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assignments than imprisoned women of Color, further suggesting biases among correctional
staff. When asked, “What are some of the negative aspects of being an African American
woman?” during her interview, she responded:
“Just being Black, not having the same opportunities as White women, and you face that
everywhere you go, even in prison. You would think that a prisoner is a prisoner, but no.
In prison, the White women get access to better jobs.”
She expanded,
“The officers there, they treat the White inmates, they get [treated fairly] while Black
women have to be that much better and work that much harder to have the same
opportunities as a White woman.”
Similar to societal barriers discussed in Chapter 6, similar barriers are pronounced in the
prison setting as well. While incarcerated, women of Color described how they had to work
harder to get the same treatment as White women. This reflects the social stratification
experienced broadly in Oregon and illuminates inequitable treatment in incarcerated settings as
well.
Separation based upon racial prejudices can also occur among female prisoners (Owen et
al., 2017). In response to, “Have you noticed any unfair treatment based upon race?” during her
interview, Supergirl (Latina-Hispanic) described segregation among prisoners in which racial
groups would not associate with women from other racial backgrounds:
“They just, always keep to your own. You wouldn't catch somebody from my crew
walking up and sitting at the table with the Black people. You just wouldn't see it. They
would have been stomped out.”
She expanded that segregation in prison served to continue discrimination in society:
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“It's just getting worse, it's just feeding into the law's hands, it's just feeding into the
system's hands, and their part to play in it and everybody else around it, but how can you
change it from the inside when you're part of it?”
Carrie (Caucasian) noticed similar segregation among prisoners. In response to, “Have you
experienced discrimination or unfair treatment based upon your race or gender?” during her
interview, she stated,
“As far as racism, or being treated unfairly, that is really coming from other women, and
women of Color, of a variety of different situations. There were ladies that were Native
American, in prison, and they take a very, very dim view of people that don't
acknowledge the importance of who they are and where they're from. It's not so much
that I was in danger of being bullied. It was more that it feels like women that are in an
ethnicity that they identify with really, really strongly, then they feel the need to make
sure that you know it. There's a lot of times where maybe there's African American
women, or Native women, or Mexican women, Hispanic where they kind of let you know,
‘These are our people versus whatever you are.’”
Pronounced racial segregation is prevalent, particularly in prison environments. Under a
conflict perspective, it is in the best interest of the dominant group to keep nondominant groups
separate. Therefore, Supergirl’s comment about segregation “feeding into the law’s hands” may
tap into the idea of using social control as a mechanism to maintain the status quo, through
prison settings as well. Further, segregation a prejudice has harmful emotional impacts that can
make prison adjustment that much more challenging for women who tend to value close
relationships with others (Owen et al., 2017).
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In sum, four women in the current study confirmed that prejudices and segregation exist
in correctional settings as well. Prejudice can come from staff and can impact women of Color’s
opportunities for employment. On the other hand, segregation can occur between prisoners as
well. Ultimately, social stratification impacts women’s experiences with incarceration as well.
White women receive preferential treatment and do not face discriminatory stressors, as
discussed by Bowleg and colleagues (2003) in general society. In fact, prior research indicated
that social hierarchies are even more pronounced in prison settings (McCorkel, 2013; Owen et
al., 2017).
As noted, racism in correctional settings can manifest in various ways. An additional
representation of privilege in prison settings stems from the programming and services offered.
Specifically, gender-responsive programming (developed by Bloom et al., 2003) reflect White
heteronormative ideas of rehabilitation (Russell & Carlton, 2013). Consequently, there has been
a lack of attention to culturally specific needs. The following section will discuss cultural
competency in correctional settings.
“Overlooking my cultural needs:” Cultural competency in the correctional system.
As discussed by Robinson-Wood (2016), cultural competency seeks to improve staff empathy
with clients and is comprised of three components: 1) awareness of one’s own cultural values
and beliefs, 2) awareness of the client’s worldview, and 3) using culturally appropriate
intervention strategies. Five participants (three women of Color, two White women) discussed
issues related to cultural competency. Cultural competency can be exhibited through
interpersonal interactions between staff and clients as well as through the types of services
offered by the correctional system to women.
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First, three participants noticed that correctional staff needed improvement in their
cultural competency skills when interacting with clients. When asked, “Generally, have you
noticed that certain women are treated differently, based on their identifying characteristics such
as race, sexual orientation, social class, that kind of thing?” during Focus Group 1, all three
women agreed that Probation and Parole Officers (PPOs) needed better training in cultural
competency. Chloe (Native American and White) stated,
“I think that education to PO's about different cultures is important. Having them
understand how to approach people and what's appropriate for each culture, I think
is key. Having an understanding is [important] because otherwise it's ignorance, if they
don't know. I understand, cause we all have to operate on certain criteria, but it would
be nice to see officers or other officials assuming they don't know everything.”
Chloe’s response indicates that correctional staff commonly act as though they are superior than
others, and this distinction may be based upon racial dominance. Her response also indicates a
lack of empathy, or desire to understand the perspectives of racially diverse groups.
Also, Sincerity (African American) discussed a personal experience of cultural
incompetency from correctional staff at the Multnomah County Department of Community
Justice (DCJ). In response to, “Do you think programming, if it was aimed at women of color, so
like specific African American groups for women, would that be more helpful than the general
programs?” during Focus Group 2, she stated,
“One time, I was down in the lobby talking on the phone, I got kind of loud. I came
upstairs. There were three POs waiting for me because the lady downstairs said that I
was being aggressive, when I was just being who I am.
When asked to connect to competency, she continued:
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So, I think that, in an African American group, we can address [race relations] and talk
about it [along with] our struggles in the community. And we can get our specific needs
met without feeling like we're intimidating other people.”
Overall, these women recognize the need for cultural competency. Because the prison population
is disproportionately represented by persons of Color and impoverished, it is vital for
predominantly White staff to understand how to interact and interpret behaviors from their
clients. A lack of attention to cultural needs could result in disciplinary action, as in Sincerity’s
example.
On the opposite end of the spectrum, Carrie (Caucasian) discussed how her identity
seemed to make her PPO be more relatable to her, likely because she represents the dominant
racial group, and more specifically, because both persons were White-identified. In response to,
“Have you experienced any privileges or favorable treatment based upon your race, gender, age,
et cetera?” during her interview, Carrie (Caucasian) stated:
“In the parole and probation system, it's the same kind of thing, where it's very hidden.
There are definitely going to be moments where I can come in and see my PO, and she's
going to be comforted by the fact that I look quote unquote ‘normal,’ or that she
understands my background, because we share that ethnicity.”
As Carrie represents the racial dominant group in Oregon, or cultural norm due to being
White, she is better able to connect with her PPO. This experience, post-release from prison, is
another example of systemic discrimination and differences in the ways that parolees are treated.
This finding is important when we realize that the majority of correctional staff across the U.S.
are White, and more specifically, White men (Prison Policy Initiative, 2005).
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In addition to a lack of cultural competency though staff interactions, six participants
noted a lack of attention to culturally specific needs in services and treatment programming.
During Focus Group 1, in response to, “Have you noticed in the criminal justice system, certain
women are treated more negatively than others based on race or social class or anything?”,
Carrie (Caucasian) stated, “You certainly notice [biases]. I mean, [the county jail] doesn't even
have products on canteen so that Black girls can do their hair.”
Further, in response to a probing question, “When you had these positive and negative
experiences with the correctional system, do you think being a Native American woman had any
effect on that? Like how they treated you or anything?” during her interview, Chloe (Native
American and White) stated: “Being a Native American woman in jail, and you're not offered
that connection with your spirituality. You can't smudge, there's no special [cultural services].”
Thus, the quotes above indicate a lack of cultural competency in regard to the types of goods and
services offered. When White women enter prison, they typically do not need to worry about the
majority of their primary cultural needs being met, as prisons largely reflect societal norms that
are predominantly White.
In addition to the need for culturally-specific goods and services, one participant
discussed the importance of culturally-specific treatment programming. In response to a probing
question, “How has being an African American woman impacted your life as far as dealing with
the unequal opportunities that you've had to deal with?” during her interview, Sincerity broadly
described how social services in general typically do not address her specific cultural needs as a
Black woman:
“It's just again, not getting a fair shake, not really understanding my culture and
meeting my cultural needs and not working with me in my issues and with the problem at
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hand. Not a fair shake at the proper rehabilitation that I needed as a drug addicted Black
woman.”
Sincerity expanded in her response and offered potential solutions to the issue of lack of
culturally competency in correctional programming:
“If there were more culturally specific programs and stuff for [Black women], I think
that we would have a greater success rate, but they're few and far between, but it's
getting better. I'm actually in an African American program right now.15”
During Focus Group 2, Sincerity (African American) expanded upon her idea of culturallyspecific programming further. When asked, “Do you think programming, if it was aimed at
women of Color, so like specific African American groups for women, would that be more
helpful than the general programs?” Sincerity stated,
“[Programs] need to be more cultural sensitive. Like, for me, I went to [blinded].16 I was
the only Black person there. I came in, it was like culture shock. But I stayed, and I
worked it out. I advocated for myself for things I needed. They weren't going to hold
Black [Narcotics Anonymous (NA)] groups, so I advocated for myself, I was able to go
to the Black NA group because I explained to them that I needed to build support in an
African American community. [Program developers] should take a look at the individual
person, the person's cultural needs. I think that, in an African American group, we can
address [cultural needs] and talk about our struggles in the community.”
Angelface (Biracial), GB (Biracial), and Heaven (Mixed) agreed that culturally-specific
treatment groups for women of Color would be beneficial as well.

15

Sincerity indicated the name, but this was removed to maintain her anonymity.

16

Sincerity went to a generalized treatment center. The name was blinded to maintain her anonymity.
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Thus, Sincerity’s discussion highlights the need for culturally-specific treatment
programming for Black women. Such programs are scant for persons of Color as a whole, let
alone women (Primm, Osher, & Gomez, 2005). Nonetheless, offering such programs would
likely enrich women’s reentry experiences. Further discussion will be provided in the final
chapter of this dissertation.
In addition to Sincerity, four other women of Color (MJ, Angelface, Taren, and Heaven)
discussed the benefits of accessing culturally-specific programming for African American
women. When asked, “Have you noticed any benefits or privileges in terms of being a Black
woman?” during her interview, Angelface (Biracial) stated,
“There’s a lot of things that are more contributed as far as resources, depending if it’s
financially or drug-related, for African Americans, for Black people, because there’s
been such a rapport of mistreatment, and we’ve been shoved aside while others get
brought in. It is nice, especially being a female and a mom and being underclass.”
Likewise, Heaven (Mixed) stated she was able to access African-American specific
programming for her pregnancy. In response to “What are some challenges you encounter in
terms of your identity as a mixed woman?” during her interview, she stated:
“I think the first time I've ever heard as far as Black being a good thing is when my
probation officer told me, ‘You have to let them know on your paperwork that you're
African American, because you'll have more benefits as a Black woman,’ only because
Black women have higher-risk pregnancies than a White woman. The good part about it
is I'm able to receive more treatment and more help, even inside-home help, even though
my pregnancy is doing well, considering that I'm a Black woman.”
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Lastly, MJ noted the ability to apply for or join racially/culturally specific services or
employment. In response to, “Have you experienced any privileges or favorable treatment based
upon your race or gender?” during her interview, MJ (African American) described a similar
benefit in relation to access to employment:
“I wouldn't say privilege, but there are certain jobs that you can apply for. I work for the
Miracles Club, which provides culturally-specific services, so me being an African
American woman applying for that position, I fit the bill more than someone who may
have been Caucasian, because they're looking for that cultural aspect. Not that that is a
privilege or a favorability. It's just that it's a way to reach our own community.”
Again, the above quotes highlight the value of offering culturally-specific services to
Black women in particular. As Black women face increased barriers, it is crucial for the
correctional system to provide additional aid to women of Color. As Heaven and Angelface
mention, it is a way to address the historic disadvantage they faced.
In sum, social stratification permeates the correctional system as well. This can occur
though staff’ interactions with clients and the types of programming offered. Women also
discussed the need for cultural competency in correctional settings. This included training for
staff and culturally-specific programming. The implications of the findings will be discussed
jointly in the following section.
Discussion
The current chapter presented three major themes that were derived using structural
coding and thematic analysis with justice-involved women’s responses during interviews and
focus groups. A conflict perspective suggests oppressing persons of Color through the use of
incarceration helps maintain the dominant order (Miethe et al., 2017). Police, courts, and
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corrections may operate as agents of social control that seek to maintain the dominant order
(Parker et al., 2005). Less explicitly, criminal justice practitioners may make decisions based
upon stereotypes and assumptions of racial groups related to crime (Welsh, 2007). This may be
especially true in Oregon as it is a predominantly White state (U.S. Census, 2016). Three major
themes found in the current study included biases through profiling, sentencing, and within the
correctional system. Based upon responses, it appears social stratification persists at multiple
levels of the Oregon criminal justice system as well.
First, responses indicated that women of Color are more likely to be suspected and
profiled by police. This likely stems from prior stereotypes and perceptions of women of Color
as criminals, as indicated in prior research (Maher et al., 2002; McCorkel, 2013; Visher, 1983) as
well as Chapter 6 of this dissertation. Accordingly, women of Color were more likely to enter the
system initially than White women, due to this increased suspicion based upon race. This has
been argued Crenshaw (2012) as well.
Second, responses indicated that women of Color are more likely to be sentenced harshly
than White women. White women discussed being let off with probation rather than prison,
whereas Black women reported harsher sentencing from the start. Similar to police when they
profile suspects, judges use perceptual shortcuts to make judgements about the likelihood of reoffending and crime severity. As White women tend to fit traditional gendered norms in terms of
demeanor and familial roles (Daly, 1989; Dodge, 2002; Koons-Witt et al., 2014; Visher, 1983),
research suggests they are privy to leniency and advantages within the judicial system. Thus, the
privilege afforded to predominantly White women in the community continues into the judicial
system as well through favorable outcomes and is known as the chivalry effect (Thomas, 1907).
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Similar to prior research (Albonetti, 1997, 2002; Koons-Witt, 2002; Koons-Witt et al.,
2014; Stacey & Spohn, 1997; Spohn, Gruhl, & Welch, 1987; Steffensmeier, Kramer, & Streifel,
1993), the current study confirms that women of Color are not privy to such leniency, due to
their racialized social location. In fact, similar to findings in Chapter 6, women of Color reported
having to overcome additional barriers to gain access to justice.
Although presumptive sentencing, particularly in Oregon, sought to limit judicial
discretion in an effort to reduce racial disparities, prior research indicated that racial disparities
continue to persist in female imprisonment (Koons-Witt, 2002). This is likely due to the
displacement of discretion left to prosecutors (Farnworth & Teske, 1995). As judges tend to use
perceptual shortcuts when making decisions, prosecutors undergo similar cognitive processes
(Higginbotham, 2002). Indeed, Jordyn’s prosecutor noted that he felt she should not go to jail
because she was attractive. This reflects the influence of traditional gendered stereotypes:
women, typically White, who fit the gendered norms receive leniency from the predominantly
male judiciary (Britton, 2011; Daly, 1989; Frieburger, 2010).
Although it was not discussed in the results, due to the focus on race, four White women
and one Native American and White woman discussed how they thought women were sentenced
more harshly than men. Their explanations largely related to the violation of gendered
expectations, that women are expected to be “good.”17 Notably, all of these women were on
supervision for nonviolent drug and property offenses. Hence, the evil woman thesis may also
expand to other types of crimes, which has been found in prior research as well (Spears &
Spohn, 1997).

17

This was mentioned in Focus Group 1 by Carrie (Caucasian) and Vikki (White).
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Finally, women reported experiences of additional forms of racism in the correctional
system. Women in the current study reported biased treatment from both correctional staff and
fellow prisoners. Biases from staff are impactful as correctional officers have the authority to
discipline or assign treatment programming or employment. Ultimately, such biases could
impact reentry success, as the opportunities gained while in prison or on community supervision
are intended to reduce recidivism. If White women are privy to better services, they may have
disproportionately better outcomes.
Although not discussed in the results, because the focus was on racial biases, two White
women (Carrie and Molly) reported witnessing correctional staff biases against lesbian couples
in prison. Consequently, biases may extend from heteronormative expectations as well. When
women violate such norms, they may be treated more harshly (Kerrison, 2018). Future research
should further explore lesbians’ experiences in correctional contexts as they may have further
compounded stressors resulting from prejudice (Bowleg et al., 2003).
Importantly, the types of treatment programming and services were developed for women
as a whole. Consequently, women of Color’s specific needs were not explicitly examined. This
could ultimately impact their reentry success, as social and communal forces that lead to women
of Color’s disproportionate justice-involvement are largely neglected in individualized treatment
for women (Russell & Carlton, 2013). This area of inquiry has largely been neglected in
evaluation research on gender-responsive correctional strategies. Nonetheless, women in the
current study voiced the need and benefits of culturally-specific programming in Oregon.
To conclude, social stratification was discussed among women in Oregon within general
social settings and the criminal justice system. These accounts were from the perspectives of
justice-involved women. The following section will discuss implications of the findings.
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Chapter 8: Discussion
This dissertation used mixed methods to examine women’s experiences in the Oregon
criminal justice system. Given the results from the quantitative and qualitative data, there are
specific implications. This chapter will discuss broad connections to prior research and new
contributions provided by this dissertation based upon the joint findings of both data types. This
chapter will also discuss methodological strengths and limitations.
As discussed in Chapter 2, the U.S. is shaped by stratification in which persons are
separated into groups of power and difference. Power stems from categorizations, which are
typically visible, including gender, race, and social class. Society is then divided into the center,
or the dominant social group, and the margins, or those outside of the dominant group. In U.S.
society, the center typically reflects White-middle-class male-based values (Coates et al., 2018).
Those who diverge from these norms are subject to stereotypes and biases -at both the
interpersonal and structural levels.
Such norms and stereotypes are also related to justice-involvement, as behaviors and
mannerisms of those in the margins may be deemed deviant or lead to differential treatment
based upon generalizations related to gender and race. From a conflict perspective, those in the
dominant group may use incarceration as a form of social control to maintain their status (Miethe
et al., 2017). Differential labelling benefits the dominant group as it reflects the social hierarchy
in their favor. Also, enforcers of the law act to protect the social norms and values of the
dominant group (Parker et al., 2005). Therefore, certain groups are suspected and treated more
harshly than others, based upon generalizations and stereotypes relating race to crime (Welsh,
2007).
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As represented in this dissertation, women have distinct experiences in relation to their
identities at the intersections of gender and race. Thus, intersectionality furthers conflict
perspective by recognizing and evaluating the holistic effects of social stratification. Persons do
not experience one form of marginalization alone, rather, individuals face multiplicative and
distinct consequences of stratification based upon their unique social location in society.
Intersectionality was essential to consider in this dissertation because justice-involved women of
Color face multiple forms of oppression that shape how society and criminal justice practitioners
perceive, interact, and ultimately form decisions about them.
Through a mixed methods approach, this dissertation holistically examined biases
encountered by women of Color in the Oregon criminal justice system. Specifically, interviews
and focus groups were conducted with 19 women on community supervision in Multnomah
County in conjunction with state-level female admissions from 1983-2014. Under a convergent
mixed methods design, the data were collected and analyzed separately and will now be
interpreted jointly.
Interpretation and Implications of the Findings
The decision to use qualitative and quantitative data types for this dissertation was
influenced by the complexity in measuring intersectionality and the desire to expand upon results
from official reports. Ultimately, both data methods jointly provide a fuller understanding of 1)
racial disparities in female imprisonment in Oregon and 2) potential differential treatment within
the Oregon criminal justice system based upon intersections of race and gender.
A key component of mixed methods research is the integration, or merging, of data.
According to Gutterman, Creswell, and Kuckartz (2015), “The premise of mixed methods is
simply that this combination and integration of data leads to more than merely the sum of its
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parts, yielding a more complete understanding of the research problem” (p. 146). Recently,
MaxQDA software has been developed to aid the integration of both quantitative and qualitative
data, resulting in what has been termed “joint displays.” Joint displays allow the researcher to
display both qualitative and quantitative interpretations and conclusions simultaneously through
single graphs, tables, or flow charts (Gutterman et al., 2015).
Table 21. Side-by-Side Display

Ø
Ø
Ø
Ø
Ø
Ø

Quantitative
Black women’s prison admissions were
disproportionately higher than White
women’s in Oregon.
These disparities were most pronounced
during the 1980s, and have since been
declining.
The decline stems from the enactment
of fixed sentencing reforms.
Nonetheless, Black women were still
nearly four times as likely as White
women to be incarcerated as of 2014.
Latinas did not experienced disparities
in imprisonment to the extent of Black
women from 1983-2014.
Sentencing reforms did not significantly
impact their disparities.

Qualitative
Major themes
1. Experienced Racism
2. Criminal Stereotypes and Assumptions
3. Experienced Privilege
4. Biases in Policing
5. Biased Sentencing
6. Biases in the Correctional System
Ø Women of Color, particularly Black women,
experienced racism and negative stereotypes
related to criminality whereas White women
experienced privilege.
Ø Women of Color faced increased suspicion and
harsher treatment in interactions with police and
the courts whereas White women received
lenient, preferential treatment.
Ø In the correctional system, women of Color and
Native American women faced added stressors
through prejudices and the need for cultural
competency in staff interactions and
programming offered.

Integrating both data through a joint display best represents the answers to these research
questions holistically. Table 21 provides a side-by-side displays of the general findings from
each method. Broadly, the findings indicated that women of Color, primarily Black women, were
disproportionately represented in the Oregon criminal justice system through prison admissions
and were treated more harshly through increased police suspicion, disparate sentencing
outcomes, and prejudicial interactions within the correctional system.
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The quantitative analyses aimed to determine whether racial disparities exist in Oregon’s
female prison admissions and whether sentencing reforms had an impact on such disparities.
Since the enactment of sentencing guidelines (1989), Measure 11 (1994), and Measure 57
(2008), disparities in Black women’s imprisonment have actually decreased. In 1983, Black
women were 26 times as likely to be incarcerated in comparison to White women. In 2014,
Black women were nearly four times as likely to be incarcerated in 2014 in comparison to White
women. As discussed in Chapter 5, these results should be taken with caution. The findings
suggested that these disparities may have decreased due to the large increase in White women
sentenced to prison since 1996. Nevertheless, sentencing reforms may have increased uniformity
in sentencing to decrease the effects of selective chivalry.
The trends in female prison admissions diverge from nationwide trends (Boppre &
Harmon, 2017) and may only be specific to Oregon. Nonetheless, the findings overall support
the notion that Black women are treated more harshly by the judiciary as they over-represented
within the Oregon prison system. Such findings were not found for Latinas, as their
imprisonment has remained relatively low and they have not experienced over-incarceration to
the extent of Black women.
The qualitative findings sought to build upon the quantitative results. As discussed in
Chapters 2 and 6, social stratification, in which Whiteness is favored, can lead to prejudices that
impact interpersonal interactions. Prior research in feminist psychology revealed that women of
Color face distinct multicultural stressors stemming prejudices encountered broadly (Bowleg et
al., 2003).
This finding was confirmed in the current study as well. Broadly in Oregon, six justiceinvolved women of Color (75% of women of Color in the sample) reported experiences of
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racism, including overt and subtle forms as well as barriers to same opportunities as White
women. Two women of Color reported racial barriers as additional stressors, through the
expectation or likelihood of justice-involvement. They reported resiliency by resisting such
expectations. This finding reflects an additional form of multicultural stress that is compounded
through the expectation of justice-involvement due to overgeneralizations linking persons of
Color to crime, familial circumstances, and communal forces (Crenshaw, 2012).
Further, stereotypes are used in a stratified system to relate certain person’s behaviors to
deviance. This helps to remove such persons from the community, so they are no longer a threat
to the status quo (Miethe et al., 2017). Indeed, eight justice-involved women (42% of the whole
sample) reported negative stereotypes relating crime to persons of Color, and women of Color
more specifically. This stems from the social construction of “Blackness” and “Brownness” and
the stereotypes relation of race to criminality (Alexander, 2010; Crenshaw, 2012; Garland, 2001;
Tonry, 2011).
Stereotypes specific to women of Color were related to drug use, poor motherhood, and
prostitution. These results are similar to those in prior research as well (e.g., Maher et al., 2002;
McCorkel, 2013; Roberts, 2012). However, unique to the current study were findings related to
how impactful criminal labels are on women of Color. For example, the expectation of justiceinvolvement was embedded as part of Sincerity’s identity because she grew up in a family and
community characterized by criminal involvement. Few prior studies have asked such questions
to justice-involved women regarding criminal labels and their effects (e.g., Leverentz, 2014;
Stone, Morash, Goodson, Smith, & Cobbina, 2016), and those using an intersectional approach
are even more scant (Richie, 1996). Such effects are vital towards understanding desistance, and
likely different for women than in prior research with male samples (Maruna, 2001).
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Lastly, seven justice-involved White women (78% of White women in the sample)
described experiences of privilege, including preferential treatment and benefits based upon their
identity. Understanding privilege is just as important to examining experiences of racism,
because it reflects the full spectrum of social stratification. Specifically, as women of Color are
treated more harshly, in comparison, White women are treated more leniently. Understanding
how these social complexities persist through both the nondominant and dominant groups
provides a fuller understanding of how social hierarchies persist and impact women’s lives
(Warner, 2008). Only a few other studies used a White comparison group (Pollack, 2000; Richie,
1996) and did not ask questions specifically related to privilege. Thus, these findings are new
and contribute to the literature on social stratification and justice-involvement.
As social stratification exists in society, it can also impact interactions between women
and criminal justice professionals. The findings from the current study indicate that social
hierarchies persist at all levels of the justice system. Six women (32% of the sample) of various
racial backgrounds reported that persons of Color, and women of Color more specifically, are
targeted through increased suspicion by police whereas White women are considered less
suspicion (reported by four White women, 44% of all White women in the sample). This
increased suspicion likely stems from common stereotypes relating Blackness to criminality and
Whiteness to innocence (Madriz, 1997; McCorkel, 2013; Welch, 2007).
From a conflict perspective, law enforcement can be used as a mechanism to remove the
nondominant group from general society in order to maintain the status quo (Petrocelli et al.,
2003). Prior research specifically on racial profiling with women is scant (Simpson, 1989;
Visher, 1983). Such research indicated that women of Color considered more suspicions due to
their divergence from traditional gendered expectations (e.g., stereotypes linking Black women
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to poor motherhood, drug use, and violence; Visher, 1983). The current study adds more recent
support for this notion, and reveals that racial profiling continues to persist.
Additionally, six women (32% of the sample) reported that persons of Color, and women
of Color more specifically, are sentenced more harshly than White women. On the other hand,
three White women (33% of White women) reported leniency through lesser sentences.
Researchers purport that the more lenient treatment of female defendants is attributed to
"chivalry" or "paternalism" on the part of the largely male judiciary (for a review, see Chapter 2).
Women who fit traditional gendered norms are treated preferentially by the judiciary to avoid
them the pains of imprisonment. This leniency effect can be attributed to judges' beliefs that
women are more likely than men to have informal social controls in their lives, and that the
"social costs" of incarceration are higher for women than for men (Albonetti, 1991; Daly, 1989;
Koons-Witt et al., 2014). Consequently, women who exhibit "traditional sex-role behaviors,” or
match conventional perceptions of femininity are treated more leniently (Franklin & Fearn,
2008; Frieburger, 2010; Thomas, 1907).
However, such characteristics are more common among White, middle-class women than
in Black, lower-class women, which may account for interaction effects between race and gender
in sentencing decisions (Daly, 1989; Franklin & Fearn, 2008; Koons-Witt et al., 2014).
Consequently, women of Color may be viewed differently by judicial decision-makers, leading
to harsher sentencing decisions. An abundance of sentencing research has confirmed this notion
as well, as women of Color typically received less downward departures and longer sentences
than White women (Albonetti, 1997, 2002; Koons-Witt et al., 2014; Stacey & Spohn, 1997;
Spohn, Gruhl, & Welch, 1987; Steffensmeier, Kramer, & Streifel, 1993).
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Prior research indicated that other factors condition differential sentencing outcomes
based upon race. A major conditional factor is criminal history. Women in the current study
reported that sentencing severity interacted with criminal history as well. This relates to
Harcourt’s (2008, 2009, 2015) research indicating that criminal history is actually a proxy for
race, as persons of Color are suspected and targeted more so than White people, leading to
increased contact with law enforcement.
The current study did not find effects of motherhood or marital status on imprisonment,
but rather attractiveness and articulation. This could reflect slight changes in gendered norms
since the original chivalry thesis was developed by Thomas in 1907. Future research should
continue to explore the effects of gendered norms on sentencing outcomes. Additionally, results
from the current study conflict with Visher’s (1983) prediction that older women would be
treated with chivalry over young women, due to their submissiveness. This was not found as two
White women indicated that their age (being young, under 30) lead to leniency in police
interactions and sentencing decisions.
Overall, these findings comport with the quantitative results: Black women are
particularly treated more harshly within the criminal justice system. Although the quantitative
data only examined prison admissions, the qualitative results indicated that differential discretion
(Farnworth & Teske, 1995) manifests in other phases on the criminal justice system as well.
Also, even though disparities decreased since the enactment of sentencing reforms, the
qualitative results show that as of 2017, biases exist at multiple phases of the criminal justice
system. Imprisonment does not account for experiences of biases mentioned by respondents
through interactions with police and the judiciary.
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The quantitative data examined disparities in imprisonment. Yet, it appears as though
social stratification continues once women are involved in the correctional system, particularly in
prison. Four women of various racial backgrounds (22% of the total sample) reported
experiences of racism and segregation in the women’s prison in Oregon. Prejudices stem from
staff as well as fellow inmates. One woman in the current study indicated that correctional staff
were explicitly racist against Black prisoners. Thus, the institutions that are meant to “correct”
can actually serve to preserve institutional racism. These findings are similar to those from
McCorkel’s (2013) ethnography and Owen and colleagues’ (2017) mixed methods study.
The current study is unique through its focus on the need for cultural competency in
correctional settings. Seven women (37% of the total sample) from various racial backgrounds
reported the need for cultural competency in correctional settings. This need stems from the
racist or culturally incompetent interactions between staff and clients. Cultural competency is
important to build as the vast majority of correctional staff do not reflect the demographic
composition of correctional clients. Therefore, predominantly White staff may not understand
the cultural norms and needs of their clients. In fact, four women of Color reported the benefits
of culturally-specific resources and programming. Specific policy implications will be discussed
in the final chapter of this dissertation.
Together, these results jointly indicate that the experiences of women of Color are
distinct from that of White women in the criminal justice system. Official reports confirmed that
women of Color are more likely to be incarcerated than White women. This is likely shaped by
the social stratification described by respondents broadly in Oregon, as their responses suggested
that Whites represent the dominant the social group. Therefore, women of Color may be
perceived as a threat to the cultural norms, and subject to increased suspicion and harsher justice
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outcomes than White women, who more closely align with the dominant group. The differences
in perceptions of justice outcomes mentioned by women in the qualitative sample reflect the
distinct identities and social locations in which women in Oregon exist. Hence, the quantitative
results alone would be misleading without the addition of the qualitative accounts of women’s
experiences in the Oregon justice system.
Prior research conducted by Bowleg (Bowleg et al., 2003), McCorkel (2013) and Pollack
(2000) provided the inspiration for the qualitative portion of this dissertation research. The
qualitative design was adapted from Pollack (2000, 2003) through the use of both interviews and
focus groups. Specific interview questions were derived from Bowleg and colleagues (2003) and
Pollack (2000). Although only one or two questions were used from each study for this
dissertation, these questions were expanded upon based upon other research on biases and
labelling in the criminal justice system (i.e., Lemert, 1956; Maruna, 2001; McCorkel, 2013;
Welch, 2007; Visher, 1983).
The findings supported Bowleg and colleagues’ (2003) research indicating that women of
Color experience multicultural stressors. This dissertation builds upon their research through two
additions. First, Bowleg and colleagues (2003) focused on Black lesbian women, which also
included biracial women. This study also included other racial minorities (one Latina and one
Native American woman). The Latina woman in the current study indicated social exclusion due
to her identity, similar to Black women.
Additionally, this study focused on intersections between gender, race, and justiceinvolvement. The multicultural stressors and resiliency mentioned by women in Bowleg and
colleagues’ (2003) sample also related to Black women in the current study. Yet, these women
noted resisting expectations of justice-involvement due to criminal stereotypes relating Black
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women to crime. Thus, the original models posed in psychological literature could be used to
further develop women’s identities shaped by gendered and racial expectations related to crime.
Also, the current study expanded upon that of Bowleg and colleagues’ (2003, 2008)
research by including a comparison group: White women. This idea arose from Pollack’s (2000)
research. The benefits of using a comparison group will be discussed further below.
Although only one question was derived from Pollack’s (2000) research for this
dissertation (other questions were used in the whole script regarding pathways to justiceinvolvement, however, these responses were not the focus of this dissertation). Although the
focus of this dissertation was specifically on biases, Pollack’s (2000) results regarding the
applicability of treatment for women to women of Color relates to the current study.
18

Specifically, her findings indicated that the focus on self-empowerment and self-esteem largely
neglected the structural impacts in women of Color’s lives, such as communal and familial
poverty, disadvantage, and criminal involvement. Consequently, there was a disconnect in the
relevancy in the treatment programing to women of Color. Women of Color, particularly during
Focus Group 2, noted a similar frustration with generalized treatment programming. The findings
in the current study expand upon Pollack’s (2000) through recommendations for culturallyspecific programming to include a focus on culture and community for Black women.
Overall, the findings of the current study broadly align with intersectional perspectives,
that women of Color, particularly Black women, face distinct biases within the criminal justice
system (Crenshaw, 2012). The differential treatment of women in the criminal justice system

18

“Women of Color” in Pollack’s dissertation (2000) referred to Black and Aboriginal women.
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reflects social stratification and stereotypes shaped by race and gender. The following section
will discuss the methodological strengths and limitations of this dissertation.
Methodological Strengths and Limitations
As a whole, this dissertation is the first to provide an in-depth examination of justiceinvolved women’s experiences with racism and privilege in broad society as well as the criminal
justice system more specifically. Prior research has examined such experiences separately, but
not cohesively as in this dissertation. This dissertation provides distinct insight into social
stratification and how social inequality impacts justice outcomes holistically, and, this was
achieved by using mixed methods.
Mixed methods hold the distinct advantage for triangulating the findings. Indeed, this was
the case when comparing sentencing disparities in Black women’s admissions in comparison to
White women’s admissions. However, given the breath of the qualitative research questions, it
was not possible to triangulate all women’s experiences within the justice system (policing,
courts, and corrections) through quantitative outcomes given time constraints and access to data.
Also, the convergence of both methods only occurred at the interpretation phase. A more holistic
mixed methods approach would provide further integration at earlier phases, such as analysis.
Qualitative interviews and focus groups were beneficial towards understanding biases in
justice outcomes. Prior disparity research has primarily used quantitative approaches (for
exceptions, see Birzer, 2012; Visher, 1983). While quantitative comparisons are beneficial
towards comprehending the extent and certain causes of differential outcomes across race,
qualitative methods provide a deeper understanding of complex social interactions shaped by
racism, privilege, and stereotypes. In fact, it was argued that qualitative methods are most
appropriate for assessing intersectional experiences in criminological research (Bowleg, 2008;
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Henne & Troshynski, 2013). Thus, assessing such complexities would not have been possible
with quantitative analyses alone.
Using both interviews and focus groups helped provide an even deeper understanding of
women’s experiences. As discussed by Pollack (2003), interviews help to provide in-depth
personal accounts whereas focus groups help to provide broader understanding and group
consensus. Most importantly, using focus groups in addition to interviews helped provide more
power to participants, which is important as many women in this study had low educational
attainment and were of Color, in comparison to the positionality of the researcher who was an
educated middle-class White woman.
Overall, this dissertation has distinct strengths, particularly related to the use of mixed
methods, and qualitative methods more specifically. This dissertation faced various limitations,
related to measurement, generalizability, and sample size. These limitations are presented within
each method below.
Quantitative. As seen in the qualitative portion, women have extremely diverse selfidentifications regarding race. The use of quantitative data through static categories of race,
gender, and crime contradict the fluid and socially constructed nature of identities (Henne &
Troshynski, 2013). A major limitation in the National Corrections Reporting Program (NCRP)
dataset is that race is lumped into general categories. Correctional agencies need to carefully
consider characterizations of race as women in the current study noted complexities in how they
identify.
Further, matching the NCRP data to the U.S. Census data proved challenging. This was
due to definitional changes in measure of race and ethnicity. Also, there was an issue matching
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up age to NCPR because prior to 2010, the U.S. Census categorized age groups in which 15-19
year olds were lumped together.
These issues made it impossible to reliably calculate imprisonment rates from 1983-2014.
Imprisonment rates would have been preferred in order to control for the population size. This
was remedied by using Relative Rate Indices (RRIs) to compare rates from Black and Latina
women to White women. Still, comparing rates across racial groups would have beneficial to
understand the drastic increase in White female admissions, in particular.
Further, there was a lack of control variables in the quantitative analyses. There were no
controls for arrests and convictions. To truly measure disparities in imprisonment, comparing
outcomes with controls for contact with the justice system is crucial. Also, time-served is a major
component of imprisonment rates. Imprisonment rates are a function of those entering, in
addition to those already behind bars as well as those who have left.
Finally, the quantitative portion of this study only examined disparities in imprisonment,
which neglects biases earlier in the criminal justice process. Prior research indicated that
differential discretion, in which persons of Color are treated more harshly, occurs at early stages
of the judicial process (Farnworth & Teske, 1995). Indeed, the qualitative findings suggested that
suspicion is differential early-on, even in the decision to stop and arrest.
Thus, there were issues related to measurement in the secondary quantitative data. These
limitations impeded upon the types of analyses the researcher was able to conduct. Future
research should seek to remedy these issues in order to conduct more sophisticated quantitative
analyses.
Qualitative. The qualitative methods employed also had certain limitations. The concept
of intersectionality was used as a theoretical lens to guide this dissertation. However, this
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dissertation does not claim to fully measure intersectionality because in-depth observations or
discourse analyses were not used. In the future, ethnographic or observational research similar to
that of Crenshaw (1991) or McCorkel (2013) can be used to gain a fuller explanation of how
intersectionality relates to justice-involvement.
Further, the qualitative sample was relatively small. Initially, the researcher sought to
obtain a sample of 60 women. Unfortunately, due to scheduling issues, this was not possible in
the allotted timeframe. Further, only 3-4 women attended the focus groups, which is much lower
than the recommended 7-10 to obtain group consensus (Barbour, 2007). Given the limitations,
these findings are largely exploratory and grant the necessity for further qualitative research in
this area. A larger sample, particularly with more Black women, Latinas, and Native American
women, would provide enough detail to assess intersectional differences in women’s pathways
through justice-involvement as well (i.e., lifelong experiences related to law breaking behavior).
Also, sampling bias must be considered. Specifically, interviewees represented women
who were willing to volunteer to talk to a researcher within the three Multnomah County
Department of Community Justice (DCJ) offices. Therefore, women who volunteered may have
had more positive or negative perceptions of their experiences in the justice system than those
who did not.
Additionally, the generalizability of these results is limited. Portland, Oregon has a larger
proportion of White citizens than other urban areas in the U.S. (U.S. Census Bureau, 2016).
Therefore, the demographic composition may impact women’s experiences within the justice
system, from a social threat perspective (Liska, 1992). Further, DCJ has a distinct organizational
culture insofar as staff are committed to using evidence-based practices aimed towards
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counseling and rehabilitation (Salisbury et al., 2017). This likely increased the favorability of
interviewee’s perceptions and interactions with probation and parole officers.
On the topic of generalizability, it must be noted that the qualitative results are not meant
to be generalized. Particularly due to the small sample, these responses represent a minor subset
of the correctional population. These results provide in-depth insight to women’s experiences,
yet they do not reflect all justice-involved women in Oregon. Additionally, the responses reflect
women’s perceptions of what has occurred. Their responses may not reflect actual case
outcomes. Under a constructionist paradigmatic approach, responses reflected women’s lived
experiences and truths.
Finally, as a middle-class educated White woman, the researcher entered this study with
limited personal knowledge of how intersectional experiences relate to justice-involvement. The
researcher tried to match respondents of Color with a Latina-identified interviewer. However,
due to resource constraints, it was not possible to match all women of Color with a similarlyidentified interviewer. Ideally, cultural symmetry in interviewing would be preferred.
Hence, this dissertation had certain limitations that arose from both methodological types.
Nonetheless, using mixed methods helped address weaknesses in each data-type. For instance,
the addition of quantitative data helped triangulate self-reports from the interviews and focus
groups whereas the qualitative data helped provide an extensive account of biases in the criminal
justice system that could not have been found using quantitative data alone.
Due to the mentioned limitations, the researcher stresses that these results are exploratory
and preliminary. Stakeholders must recognize the distinct limitations of the quantitative methods
(i.e., lack of control variables) before making assumptions about the findings. Because of these
limitations, the researcher provides detailed future directions for research in the final chapter.
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Conclusion
To summarize, this chapter discussed the interpretation of the results of this study jointly.
This was necessary as a major component of mixed methods research is the convergence of the
two methodologies (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2013). Overall, the results indicated that social
stratification creates distinct realities for justice-involved women in Oregon.
This research expanded on prior research, which typically considered experiences in the
three branches of the criminal justice system separately. Further, prior disparity research focused
on persons of Color broadly or men of Color (Alexander, 2012; Tonry, 2011). Accordingly, this
dissertation was the first to provide a comprehensive examination of justice-involved women’s
experiences of racism and privilege through mixed methods.
This chapter also discussed the methodological strengths and weaknesses. Reflecting
upon the current research design can help researchers develop and answer related research
questions in the future. Primarily, limitations were related to measurement, sampling, and
generalizability. The final chapter will discuss future directions and policy implications.
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Chapter 9: Conclusion
This dissertation provided evidence that women of Color are treated more harshly within
the Oregon justice system in comparison to White women. This differential treatment likely
stems from how women of Color are viewed and treated within broader society. Accordingly,
this conclusion chapter will provide policy implications and future directions for research.
Policy Implications
Several policy implications emerged from the findings. Oregonian women in the current
study voiced distinct biases within the criminal justice process. The quantitative results
confirmed this as well though disparities in imprisonment for Black women in Oregon.
Therefore, the policy implications of these results relate to the use of incarceration with women,
improving cultural competency, and equitable arrest, prosecution, and sentencing practices.
Overall, Oregon experienced a dramatic increase in its female correctional population.
The number of prison admissions from 1983 to 2014 increased by 457% for women (see Chapter
5). The massive increase in female incarceration is forcing the state to consider generating
another women’s prison (Crombie, 2016). This proposed “solution” adds a massive expenditure
to the state in housing even more justice-involved women. Community members and
organizations already voiced considerable concern over the spending on prisons that has
increased substantially over the past twenty years (Terry, 2016). The annual budget for 20132014 alone was $1.4 billion in order to run the state’s correctional facilities (Terry, 2016).
Generating another women’s prison is not fiscally responsible, nor feasible with a proposed
budget of $3.8 million (Crombie, 2016).
Typically, women are convicted of primarily nonviolent property and drug offenses
(Chesney-Lind & Pasko, 2013). This was generally the case for women in Oregon as well
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(although in recent years, Black women were evenly admitted for property and violent offenses).
Scholars argued that as the majority of justice-involved women do not commit violent offenses,
those involved for low-level nonviolent offenses would be better served be under community
supervision instead of institutional supervision (prison; Bloom et al., 2003; Chesney-Lind, 1995;
Owen et al., 2017). Indeed, a recent report by the Brennan Center for Justice argued that 39% of
persons incarcerated are behind bars for no compelling reason (i.e., no significant threat to public
safety; Austin, Eisen, Cullen, Frank, & Fellow, 2016). The authors argued that 25% of the
country’s prisoners would be better served through alternatives to incarceration, such as
treatment or community supervision (Austin et al., 2016).
Beyond issues of proportionality in the use of incarceration, questions arise related to the
effectiveness of incarceration. Based upon the accumulation of empirical research, Cullen,
Jonson, and Nagin (2011) concluded that imprisonment does not reduce recidivism. Deterrent
and incapacitation effects are questionable, and the effects of mandatory minimums on reducing
crime/recidivism modest at best (Cullen & Jonson, 2016; National Research Council, 2014). In
fact, evidence reveals that prison can actually be criminogenic, meaning that incarceration can
increase persons’ likelihood for re-offending upon release (Cullen et al., 2011).
Furthermore, justice-involved women are considered a “low risk, high need” population,
due to their relatively low risk for institutional misconduct and recidivism in comparison to men
(Salisbury et al., 2016). The Risk-Need-Responsivity (RNR) model indicates that low risk (i.e.,
based upon their likelihood for misconduct or recidivism) persons should receive low-level
supervision and treatment (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). Mandating increased or unnecessary
supervision and treatment can actually be more criminogenic. Generally, women are even lower
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risk than men (Van Voorhis, 2012). Thus, under the risk principle of the RNR model, sending
low-risk women to prison can cause even more harm to their potential desistance from crime.
Aside from the harms to women themselves, over-incarcerating women has heightened
social consequences for families in the community. Approximately 70% of women in prison are
mothers (Glaze & Maruschak, 2008). When mothers are incarcerated, many children end up in
the foster care system due to the separation from a primary caregiver (Glaze & Maruschak, 2008;
Golden, 2013). Additionally, maternal incarceration negatively impacts children, through mental
health and conduct disorders, juvenile delinquency, and failure in school (Burgess-Proctor,
Huebner, & Durso, 2016; Huebner, & Gustafson, 2007; Trice, & Brewster, 2004). Thus, policy
makers must also consider the collateral consequences of incarcerating women.
Therefore, based upon their relatively low risk and typically nonviolent offending
patterns, coupled with the general harm caused by incarceration, it is argued that many women
should receive community supervision in lieu of incarceration. Nonetheless, the use of
mandatory minimums and presumptive sentencing in Oregon reduce the likelihood for
downward departures. Consequently, it has been argued that Oregon must appeal these
sentencing reforms to engage in smarter sentencing that reduces the social costs of incarcerating
large numbers of women (Yoshimoto, 2017).
Scholars warned against the enactment of sentencing guidelines across the nation, as they
would reduce the usual discretion related to familial circumstances (Daly, 1989; Daly & Tonry,
1997). Such circumstances were key to the chivalry effect, or lenient sentencing of women due
to the social costs associated with their incarceration (Koons-Witt, 2002). Without the
consideration of mitigating factors related to chivalry, their incarceration rates would likely rise
(Koons-Witt, 2002). Prior research indicated such fears were true as leniency reduced after the
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enactment of sentencing reforms and sentence lengths began to “equalize” to that of men’s
(Bontrager et al., 2013; Koons-Witt et al., 2014; Zingraff & Thomson, 1984). Indeed, similar
concerns were expressed in relation to the passage of Measure 57 as well (Yoshimoto, 2017).
Scholars argued for equity in women’s treatment by corrections (e.g., Bloom et al., 2003;
Van Voorhis, 2012). Women have distinct life circumstances and needs that are different from
men. Equitable correctional practices would grant women’s circumstances the equal attention as
research and theory has given to that of men. Therefore, gender differences should be reflected in
sentencing structures as well.
The National Association of Women Judges developed gender-specific sentencing
guidelines for women (Cicero & DeCostanzo, 2000). The authors developed guidelines to take
characteristics related to gender and women’s societal role into account (i.e., women are often
caretakers, less aggressive; Cicero & DeCostanzo, 2000). These guidelines increased the
threshold for sentencing women to prison. Additionally, the United Nations (2011) developed the
Bangkok Rules, which provides guidance to policy makers, legislators, sentencing authorities,
and prison staff to reduce female imprisonment and offer strategies for alternatives to
incarceration.
Oregon should consider following suit in order to fully actualize their commitment to
gender-responsive correctional strategies (discussed in Chapter 3). Gender-responsive sentencing
guidelines would grant more attention to women’s situations holistically and reduce the over-use
of female incarceration in Oregon. This would involve reforms to current gender-neutral
guidelines that prescribe lengthy sentences for low-level property and drug crimes. Recent
conservative reformers in Oregon urged the removal of the Safety and Savings Act. This act,
passed in 2017, reduced mandatory sentences for nonviolent offenses in an effort to decrease
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public spending and the harms caused by female incarceration (Gad et al., 2018). However,
removing the Safety and Savings Act will only serve to further increase women’s imprisonment.
Oregon should carefully consider criminal justice reform, including the Safety and Savings Act,
to reduce female imprisonment.
Equitable sentencing across race must also be considered. The quantitative data revealed
that disparities over the past thirty years decreased significantly since the enactment of
sentencing reforms. At face value, it may seem that sentencing reforms, are therefore, “working”
as intended, by decreasing racial disparities in female imprisonment. Nevertheless, as of 2014,
Black women were still nearly four times as likely as White women to be incarcerated (see
Chapter 5) relative to the general population.
One possible explanation for reductions in disparities is that sentencing reforms began to
widen the net of offenses that impacted incarceration rates for women as a whole in Oregon
(Yoshimoto, 2017). Considering that White women constitute 96% of the general population, the
effects of such reforms may have had more pronounced effects on the imprisonment of White
women. More research is needed to fully understand the decrease in racial disparities among
Black women (future directions will be discussed below).
Nevertheless, close attention should be placed on the intersectional effects of sentencing
guidelines and criminal justice reforms. Daly and Tonry (1997) discussed how sentencing
guidelines may reduce disparities, but “equal policies” still disadvantage female defendants who
fall outside the dominant White middle-class norms. Due to the focus on criminal history in
current sentencing guidelines, and insidious racial biases in how laws are written (Daly & Tonry,
1997), women of Color, are still at risk for harsh sentencing. Continuing to address and reform
gender-neutral sentencing policies will help improve equity in sentencing decisions.
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Further, access to legal resources was noted as a reason for unfair sentencing outcomes
among women of Color in the current study. A recent manual published by The Sentencing
Project provided specific recommendations to reduce racial disparities (The Sentencing Project,
2016). One of their main recommendations was to allocate community resources towards legal
aid and representation. This is key towards improving fairness in justice outcomes as many
women of Color come from low-income backgrounds and do not have access to adequate
defense.
Thus far, the focus has been on sentencing policies and the use of imprisonment. Based
upon the qualitative results of this study, even if racial disparities are decreasing in Oregon,
women of Color still face biased treatment during police and correctional encounters. Hence,
Oregon needs to employ state-wide training and cultural competency strategies to improve
criminal justice professional’s interactions with persons of Color. Recommendations for changes
in policing and corrections are provided below.
First, increasing the diversity of staff within the criminal justice system can help increase
cultural competency (Robinson-Wood, 2016). Portland in particular began such efforts. The
Portland Police Bureau swore in its first African American female-identified police chief earlier
this year in 2018, who is committed to improving race relations between citizens and police
officers through community-based policing strategies (Templeton, 2018). Oregon should make
an effort towards increasing diversity among correctional staff and judicial decision-makers as
well.
Beyond increasing diversity among staff, law enforcement agencies, particularly in rural
areas, should mandate additional training for cultural competency as well as racial profiling
training more specifically (Birzer, 2012; Stoughton, 2014). Further, more education should be
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provided to police officers regarding stereotypes and actual offending behaviors of persons of
Color, as discussed by Welch (2007). And, policies within law enforcement agencies must
dissuade racial profiling practices and reinforce equitable stop and search procedures (Birzer,
2012).
Finally, similar efforts must be made in correctional settings. One portion of Bloom and
colleagues’ (2003) gender-responsive correctional strategies that remains underdeveloped is the
importance of race and ethnicity. The qualitative portion of this study briefly inquired about
women’s needs for cultural competency in correctional settings. The vast majority of jail staff
and correctional officers in the U.S. are White men (U.S. Department of Justice, 2003), yet
women of Color and other marginalized subpopulations are disproportionately represented
within the U.S. female correctional system (Harmon & Boppre, 2015). Social inequalities- both
between clients and practitioners as well as amongst clients are often perpetuated in correctional
settings (McCorkel, 2013; Owen et al., 2017; Sered & Norton-Hawk, 2014).
Incorporating cultural competency training is crucial in correctional settings given the
power differential between staff and clients. Prior mental health research suggests Black and
Latinx clients tend to mistrust counseling and treatment efforts in general as well as cultural
mistrust for practitioners who are not similarly situated demographically (Burris, 2012). Mistrust
can be amplified in correctional settings (Marshall & Serran, 2004).
Fortunately, cultural competency training can decrease cultural mistrust and improve
outcomes among clients (Whaley, 2000). Such training would benefit outcomes among justiceinvolved women as well.19 As discussed by Sincerity, her mannerisms were perceived as

To-date, only one study has examined impact of cultural sensitivity on CBT outcomes, but used a small sample of male
correctional clients (Licata, 2016). Other research provided evidence for building “racial responsivity” within the RNR model
(Spiropoulos, 2007; Spiropoulos, Salisbury, & Van Voorhis, 2014).
19
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aggressive. Mistaking clients’ behaviors or attributes as defiant is particularly problematic when
women are on supervision as staff have the authority to assign disciplinary action and
programming. In fact, a recent study by the Vera Institute of Justice found that women of Color
in Oregon were more likely to be placed in solitary confinement (administrative segregation)
than White women (Hastings, Vanko, & LaChance, 2016).
Also, the therapeutic alliance impacts women’s reentry outcomes. Morash and her
colleagues’ (2015) found that nonsupportive relationships with PPOs increase recidivism. Thus,
improving cultural competency among correctional staff would help PPOs better relate,
empathize, and connect with their female clients of Color. Ultimately, these supportive
relationships could improve women’s reentry success and decrease recidivism.
Segregation also occurs among prisoners. Prior research indicated that racism can impact
social bonds and self-esteem, which are core components of women’s rehabilitation and
successful reentry (Bloom et al., 2003). The racially conflictual nature of the prison system
contradicts an environment of healing and rehabilitation (Owen et al., 2017). Van Voorhis and
Salisbury (2016) discussed the importance for staff to model wanted behaviors and use of an
empathetic approach. Thus, perhaps once cultural competency is improved broadly in
correctional settings, the subculture will also become more conducive towards inclusivity
(Simpson, 2009).
Furthermore, women indicated that culturally specific treatment programming would be
more relevant to their reentry experiences than generalized treatment programming. Treatment
programming was reformulated specifically for men of Color in Oregon (see Habilitation
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Empowerment Accountability Therapy [HEAT20]) to address more than traditional correctional
rehabilitation, but also communal issues such as systemic racism. The American Probation and
Parole Association (APPA) is even highlighting HEAT (for men) at their summer conference.21
Oregon’s Division of Community Corrections, as well as Coffee Creek Correctional Facility
should continue to build upon this area. Multnomah County Department of Community Justice
(DCJ) is in the process of tailoring HEAT for Black women. Future research should evaluate the
success of this program towards building support for Black women and preventing recidivism.
Ultimately, an intersectionally-responsive approach in corrections should go beyond
traditional individual treatment strategies. Justice-involved women must also be given
information about their legal rights, oppression within the justice system, and strategies for
collective support and action. A prime example of such an organization is Black Women’s
Blueprint located in Brooklyn, New York.22 This Black feminist organization includes a training
institute that provides education and intervention strategies based upon the multiple dimensions
(individual, relational, social, cultural, environmental, historical and persistent systemic factors)
that contribute to discrimination, oppression and violence in individual’s lives. Black Women’s
Blueprint actively seeks to build movements towards racial and gendered empowerment through
research and activism. One of their specific initiatives is aimed towards criminal justice reform
to end the unfairly harsh treatment of Black women.
To summarize, the results of this dissertation prescribe specific policy implications.
These implications are primarily related to reducing the use of female incarceration and

20

Habilitation Empowerment Accountability Therapy (HEAT) is available here: https://www.heattime.com/

21

The APPA program is available here: http://www.appa-net.org/institutes/2018-Philly/attend/presenter-plenary.htm

22

Black Women’s Blueprint is available here: http://www.blackwomensblueprint.org/index.html
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improving fairness in criminal justice outcomes. Specifically, training for staff and culturallyspecific services and programs would help reduce the harsh treatment of Black women and
Latinas in the Oregon criminal justice system. It is likely that such strategies could help agencies
outside of Oregon as well. While this section discussed implications for policy, there are
implications for future research as well.
Future Directions
The researcher considers this dissertation only the beginning of her inquiry into women
of Color’s experiences through the justice system. Based upon the methodological strengths,
limitations, and new findings, there are several fruitful avenues for future research and
involvement in policy change. Future advances to the current study include examining biases at
all levels of the criminal justice system, the use of other data sources to improve triangulation,
expanding the scope to include other affected populations, further exploring specific theoretical
perspectives, and community engagement/education.
First, this dissertation expressed the need to examine biases at all stages of the criminal
justice process. Future research must further explore disparities in women’s criminal justice
outcomes at all phases – from police interactions to recidivism outcomes. In particular,
Farnworth and Teske’s (1995) research highlighted the importance of studying prosecutorial
discretion towards selective chivalry. Their results indicated that White women were more likely
to have their charges reduced than any other subgroup. Future research should pay particular
attention to prosecutors’ decisions to reduce charges.
An examination of processes at all phases of the criminal justice system would be quite
intensive. One method towards obtaining in-depth information at this level is a case study
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approach. Similar to Bernard (2013), using an intersectional case study would help provide
detailed insight into the differential treatment of women of Color by the justice system.
Also, an area that remains understudied is potential disparities in institutional disciplinary
action as well as probation/parole revocation and violation decisions. The current study did not
examine such effects. Yet, perhaps selective chivalry extends to such decisions made by
correctional staff. Future research, similar to Hastings and colleagues’ (2016) study on disparate
use of solitary confinement, should further explore such effects in correctional settings as well.
Furthermore, the quantitative data were limited in the current study. Individual-level data
are needed to truly account for selective chivalry effects related to gendered norms to include
marital status and motherhood. An individual-level analysis should also include pertinent control
variables, such as prior contact with the justice-system and offense-related measures. Macrolevel analyses could also be employed to further examine racial disparities with the inclusion of
control variables, such as time-served, percent Black/Latinx, and governmental structure.
Merging the two data-types through multi-level modeling would provide an even fuller
understanding of racial disparities among female prisoners.
Additionally, future research could examine the role of gender expectations noted in the
current study, such as age (young), articulation, and attractiveness. Traditional sentencing
research methods that use official records would make it difficult to measure such effects.
Observational research or mock trial experiments using photographs (similar to a recent study by
West, Wood, Miller, & Bornstein, 2018) could provide the visual stimuli needed to assess
perceptions of attractiveness.
Moreover, the level of triangulation could be expanded to include other data sources and
perspectives on biases in the criminal justice system. This study primarily focused on outcomes
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from the perceptions of the justice-involved women themselves. This approach could be
triangulated with the addition of observational research. Observational or ethnographic research,
such as methods employed by McCorkel (2013) or Visher (1983), would help provide additional
support for differential treatment from the perspective of an outside researcher (rather than those
directly involved in justice processes).
Triangulation could also be improved through the assessment of attitudes and perceptions
of criminal justice professionals. This would provide a more holistic understanding of the
decision-making processes of such professionals. As discussed by Rorie, Simpson, and Boppre
(2018), one beneficial method towards assessing implicit or internal biases/attitudes is the use of
factorial survey research. This method uses vignettes through an experimental manipulation in
which attributes of the vignette are slightly altered and randomly assigned. Factorial survey
research avoids directly asking sensitive questions that are at risk for social desirability in
responses (Wentland & Smith, 1993). Therefore, respondents may be more candid in their
responses to hypothetical scenarios as they can separate from “real-life” consequences and
judgements.
Additionally, the scope of this dissertation was limited to focus on women of Color
(namely Black women, Latinas, and to a lesser extent, Native American women). Women of
other racial and ethnic groups should also be considered in future research. Although no women
in the current qualitative study identified as immigrants, prior research indicated the potential
biases and barriers women encounter based upon immigrant status (Bosworth, 2004). Future
research should over-sample for women from other racial and ethnic groups to further explore
the need for culturally-specific services and programming.
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Similarly, other identifying distinctions should be considered in future research. Recent
research found that LGBT individuals are also disproportionately represented within the criminal
justice system (Marksamer & Tobin, 2015). Once in the justice system, LGBT female-identified
persons face distinct biases and challenges, similar to the multicultural stressors described in the
current study (Mountz, 2016; Pasko, 2010). Future research must be devoted to LGBT-identified
justice-involved persons to understand their distinct experiences with justice outcomes. Indeed,
recent research demonstrated the importance of dismantling heteronormativity in correctional
supervision contexts (Kerrison, 2018).
While the focus of this study was on women, future research could also include a racially
diverse comparison group of men. As much of the prior literature examines gendered differences
in sentencing outcomes, the addition of men would help provide insight into further
intersectional, or selective chivalry, effects, shaped by both race and gender. A similar mixed
methods approach could be employed to assess self-perceptions of experienced biases in addition
to potential disparities in official reports of justice outcomes (e.g., downward departures,
sentence-length). A comprehensive study including both genders would help provide further
clarity on how the chivalry effect may vary across race and gender (i.e., selective chivalry).
There are two theoretical areas that warrant further exploration. First, the results from this
dissertation indicated that differential labelling exists (Thomas & Thomas, 1928). A larger
sample of women, particularly women of Color, would help develop more specific typologies
related to common criminal labels and how they vary across intersectional identities.
Also, further research should examine women or Color’s resiliency in the face of barriers
and social forces that make justice-involvement far more common in their communities. This
could include a fuller application of Kumpfer’s (1999) transactional model of resiliency to
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justice-involved women of Color. This application would help determine how justiceinvolvement acts as an additional stigma or stressor that women of Color must resist.
Women in the current study mentioned regional differences in their experiences.
Specifically, due to an even further lack of diversity, women noted that racism and
discrimination is even more prevalent in rural areas. As social threat is theorized to depend upon
the population’s demographic composition, future research should further examine justiceinvolved women of Color’s experiences in rural areas in comparison to urban areas. Women in
these areas may encounter further biases, barriers, and neglect for cultural competency.
Overall, there has been a lack of evaluation research assessing potential variation in
correctional outcomes across gendered and racial subgroups. Far more research must be
conducted to test the potential varying effects of correctional assessments and treatment with
women of Color and Latinas. As the developers of such gender-responsive assessments and
programs often do not reflect the clients (i.e., such strategies were largely developed by highly
educated White women), it is vital to ensure such strategies are relevant and representative of
women of Color and impoverished women.
Finally, Rosenthal (2016) emphasized the need for feminist psychology to better employ
tenets of intersectionality into their scholarship. This is achieved through community
engagement, education, teaching college courses on social justice, and efforts towards improving
racial injustice. The researcher plans to pursue such goals as well, by disseminating the results to
Multnomah County DCJ to improve cultural competency and programming in community
corrections. Further, teaching about racial disparities and cultural competency in the classroom
will provide future criminal justice professionals with an awareness of such issues and skills to
more effectively interact with diverse clients.
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Hence, this dissertation is a start towards understanding experiences of biases in the
criminal justice system. Future research and engagement strategies can build upon the initial
findings mentioned here. The recommendations offered for future endeavors will expand the
study of women’s intersectional realities in justice settings.
Conclusion
This dissertation brought light to a topic that is often neglected within criminal justice
research: the effects of policies and practices on women of Color, and their disctinct experiences
within the justice system. Although “equality under the law” is assumed for U.S. citizens (Daly,
1994; Rhode, 2004), this, unfortunately, is not always the case due to insidious forms of racism
that shape policing, judicial, and correctional practices. Using mixed methods, this dissertation
found that women of Color are treated more harshly at multiple phases of the justice process.
Through official reports, the quantitative portion of this study found that Black women
experienced distinct disparities in the imprisonment in Oregon. Disparities have decreased since
the 1980s, likely due to the enactment of sentencing reforms that both created more uniformity in
sentencing and increased the number of White women sent to prison. Nonetheless, as of 2014,
Black women were nearly four times as likely to be incarcerated as their White counterparts.
Latinas did not experience disparities to the extent of Black women.
Further, justice-involved women’s qualitative responses provided support that social
stratification permeates criminal justice processes and interpersonal interactions between staff
and suspects/defendants/clients. These effects reflected women’s social location in society, in
which White women are afforded privilege and women of Color face prejudicial treatment, based
upon gendered and racialized assumptions. The results of this study suggested that selective
chivalry likely exists, in which White women are treated more leniently than women of Color.
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White women’s privilege was evident through descriptions of decreased suspicion and leniency
by the courts whereas women of Color, namely Black women, discussed facing increased
suspicion and harsh sentencing. Participants reported that racial biases also impacted women of
Color’s experiences in the correctional system as well, through interpersonal interactions,
differential work assignment, and lack of cultural competency.
This dissertation highlighted the importance of using an intersectional lens in criminal
justice research. The results of both methods demonstrated that women’s intersectional identities
create distinct contexts related to their justice-involvement. Prior research examined profiling
and differential treatment in the criminal justice system typically used conflict perspectives or
standpoints that examined racial and gendered biases separately. This dissertation reflected that
women’s experiences must be considered holistically, as the experience of a Black woman in the
justice system may be quite different from that of a White woman, based upon her social
location. A separate or essentialist approach does not fully encompass the complexities of social
interactions that shape differential treatment by justice professionals. Therefore, intersectionality
serves to advance traditional conflict perspectives by explaining and critically assessing
multiplicative disadvantage or privilege in the criminal justice system.
Ultimately, there is much work to be done to achieve equitable justice outcomes in
Oregon, and likely the rest of the nation. Through this final chapter, the researcher offered
specific policy implications (primarily at the agency-level) and future directions for research.
Building awareness of such issues is one step towards multicultural justice (Daly, 1994). This
research should not solely act as recognition of multiple sources of disadvantage, but also as a
way to unify individuals and bring power to marginalized groups (Burgess-Proctor, 2006;
Crenshaw, 1991). Similar to the work done by Black Women’s Blueprint, cultivating community

201

action is important towards building resistance to biased policies and practices that stem from
larger structural sources of racism. Future researchers and community organizations should
directly involve and engage women of Color to promote social justice.
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Appendix A: Recruitment Materials

TITLE OF STUDY: Women’s experiences related to justice-involvement
INVESTIGATOR(S): Dr. Emily J. Salisbury, Breanna Boppre, and Cassandra Boyer
You are invited to participate in a research study. The study is conducted by researchers at
the University of Nevada, Las Vegas (UNLV). Parts of this research project will be held at
the Multnomah County Department of Community Justice (DCJ) offices between July 10August 10, 2017.
What is the purpose of the study?
The purpose of this study is to learn about the life experiences among women involved in the
criminal justice system. A focus of this research will be on specific experiences related to
gender, race, and social class. In particular, Black and Latina women have been
disproportionately, or over, represented within the criminal justice system. Accordingly, we
will conduct interviews and focus groups (see full description below) to determine what life
experiences commonly push women into justice-involvement. The results will be used to
guide correctional strategies for women in the future.
Why have I been invited?
We want to better understand and compare the experiences of White, Black, and Latinaidentified adult women on community supervision in Northwestern, Oregon.
Do I have to take part?
Your participation in this study is voluntary (your choice). You may refuse to participate in
this study. You may withdraw at any time without affecting your relations with UNLV.
Refusing to participate or withdrawing will not damage relationships with DCJ (who is
facilitating the research). Your decision whether to participate or not will not affect your
current supervision conditions in any way nor your future community supervision status.
You may ask questions about participating this study at any time.
What will happen to me if I take part?
You may agree to participate by filling out the permission to contact form followed by a
screening questionnaire. After agreeing to participate, all women will be added to a list.
Then, women be randomly selected from the full list of those interested. If selected, you will
randomly be assigned to either participate in a 90-minute individual interview (one-on-one
with a researcher) or a 60-minute focus group (a discussion with two researchers and five
other women on community supervision) at your local DCJ office: 421 SW 5th Ave,
Portland, OR 97204, 1415-B SE 122nd Ave Portland, OR 97233, or 495 NE Beech Ave,
Gresham, OR 97030. All interviews and focus groups will be conducted by members of the
UNLV research team. No DCJ staff will be present at interviews or focus groups.
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If selected for an interview or focus group, you may choose to be placed back into the
random selection pool rather than be assigned to the chosen activity. This may still result in
being selected into the same activity.
All information gathered in this study will be kept as confidential as possible. Your name
will be linked to a participant ID number. Once the interviews/focus groups have been
completed, all identifiable information will be permanently deleted. The DCJ Manager,
Katherine Roller, will have access to your permission to contact form and screening
questionnaire. Beyond that, no DCJ staff will have access to any of the study materials.
Before starting, you will be asked to fill out a consent form and brief questionnaire. The
interviewer can read the information and questions out loud, and help you fill them out.
The interviews and focus groups will be semi-structured. This means there will be a basic
script with various open-ended questions (i.e., questions that aim to go beyond yes or no
answers), but the researcher may ask follow-up questions, skip questions, or move to other
sections if the respondent fully answers them before being asked. The focus groups will
involve general questions around how women are treated based upon race or social class,
how women enter the criminal justice system, and barriers to reentry. Interviews will ask
about your identity (gender, race, social class), your experiences with criminal justice
professionals, your experiences during childhood or adolescence, safety and violence in your
area, and relationships. More sensitive interview questions related to prior
victimization/abuse will be asked in closed-ended format (yes/no response).
Any questions you feel uncomfortable answering, you may skip.
With consent, all interviews and focus groups will be audio-recorded. This is intended to
help the researcher focus on the conversation rather than taking detailed notes.
To maintain confidentiality, a fake name of your choice will be used in place of your real
name to describe the results. No published documents will contain your identity. Your
responses will not be linked to your identity in any way after completing the study. Broad
results will be released, however, DCJ will not be able to identify your responses. Upon
intake, you took a risk assessment called the Women’s Risk Needs Assessment (WRNA). If
you participate in the study, your WRNA results will be shared with the research team. The
WRNA results will be de-identified with only a participant ID number (not your MultCo ID
number).
Notably, complete confidentiality and privacy cannot be guaranteed in a focus group due to
other members being present. In fact, there is a chance that you may even know women in
the group. The focus group will ask more general, broad questions rather than specific
personal experiences. Again, you may skip any questions you do not feel comfortable
answering.
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Under DCJ mandatory reporting guidelines, if any self-harm, abuse of children or elderly
individuals, or serious current illegal behavior (i.e., any person to person crime, burglary, or
high-level theft) are disclosed during the interview or focus group, the research team must
report it to your probation/parole officer (PPO).
What are the possible disadvantages and risks of taking part?
We will be discussing sensitive personal information. The interview/focus group may result
in uncomfortable feelings or emotions. If any questions are too difficult emotionally to
answer, you may skip them or stop participation at any time.
The content on this information sheet shows that you are currently on community
supervision. If you decide to take this sheet with you, please be mindful if someone sees it,
they will know you are on supervision. For your convenience, we also offer the main
researchers’ contact information to take with you in case you have any questions.
What are the benefits of participating in this study?
Beyond compensation, describing one’s life story and experiences can be positive and
empowering. You will also be providing insight into the life experiences of women involved
in the criminal justice system that will help to develop appropriate treatment strategies.
Compensation:
You will be provided compensation upon completion of the interview or focus group. If
selected for a 90-minute interview, you will receive a $20 gift card to a local vendor (your
choice of TJ Maxx, Dollar Store, Subway, McDonald’s, Starbucks, or Target). If selected for
a 60-minute focus group, lunch will be provided (sandwiches, chips, and drinks) and you will
receive a $15 gift card to a local vendor (your choice of TJ Maxx, Dollar Store, Subway,
McDonald’s, Starbucks, or Target).

PLEASE SEE THE PERMISSION TO CONTACT FORM AND
SCREENING QUESTIONNAIRE.
IF YOU ARE INTERESTED IN PARTICIPATING, PLEASE COMPLETE
THE FORMS AND PLACE THEM FOLDED IN THE SEALED BOX NEAR
THE EXIT.
IF YOU ARE NOT INTERESTED, PLEASE LEAVE THE FORMS BLANK
AND PLACE THEM FOLDED IN THE SEALED BOX NEAR THE EXIT.
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Permission to Contact
I am interested in participating in the study about
women’s experiences related to justice-involvement.

YES
If NO, please leave this form blank. Then place it into the sealed box near the
exit.
If you checked YES, please fill out this whole form away from your
probation/parole officer, if you wish. Then, place this form in the sealed box near
the exit.
• You may contact the researchers at any time to ask any questions about participation in
the study or the results.
• You will be placed on a list and the researchers will randomly select final participants
for either an approximately 90-minute interview or 60-minute focus group.
• If selected, you will be compensated for your participation after the interview ($20 gift
card) or focus group (lunch plus a $15 gift card). Participants can choose their gift card
from a variety of local vendors: TJ Maxx, Dollar Store, Subway, McDonald’s,
Starbucks, or Target.
• Your information will be kept as confidential as possible and no identifying information
will be released or published. If you are not selected to participate, your contact
information will be destroyed no later than September 30.
• Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. You may withdraw from the
study at any time.
I agree to be contacted to schedule an interview or focus group that will occur
during July 10-August 10, 2017.
Name

Signature

Please contact me via (if both, please check and fill out both methods):
Phone:
Email:

Please answer the screening question on the following page
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Screening Questionnaire
1. How would you describe yourself?
Black or African American
White or Caucasian
Latina, Hispanic, or Chicana
Other (please describe):

207

TITLE OF STUDY: Women’s experiences related to justice-involvement
INVESTIGATOR(S): Dr. Emily J. Salisbury, Breanna Boppre, and Cassandra Boyer

Instructions and Information for Probation/Parole Officers
Thank you for your willingness to distribute the recruitment materials for the University of
Nevada, Las Vegas research team. Two members of the research team, Breanna Boppre and
Cassandra Boyer, will be coming to Portland July 10-August 10, 2017 to conduct interviews and
focus groups at three Multnomah County Department of Community Justice offices: 421 SW 5th
Ave, Portland, OR 97204, 1415-B SE 122nd Ave Portland, OR 97233, or 495 NE Beech Ave,
Gresham, OR 97030.
The recruitment packets will consist of 1) an information sheet, 2) contact information for
the researchers, 3) a permission to contact form, and 4) a screening questionnaire.
We specifically want to recruit women who identify as Black/African American,
Latina/Hispanic/Chicana, or White/Caucasian based upon their Women’s Risk Needs
Assessment or Computerized Criminal History. Please only provide women who identify as
Black, Latina, or White the study recruitment materials.
The information sheet will be separate from the contact form and questionnaire. Please give the
sheet to your Black, Latina, and White clients and explain that “the University of Nevada, Las
Vegas is conducting a study to learn more about women’s experiences in relation to their
involvement in the criminal justice system.”
If your client seems to struggle with reading the information sheet, you may ask if they would
like you to read it for them. You can also read them the permission to contact form and screening
questionnaire, but please do not fill them out.
After providing clients with the information sheet, please give them the contact information for
researchers, permission to contact form, and screening questionnaire. The permission to contact
form and screening questionnaire will be stapled together. Whether clients ask you to read the
information sheet or not, please let them know that if they are interested, they must fill out
the entire permission to contact form and screening questionnaire, which are stapled
together. After filling out both forms, they must fold it and drop it into the sealed box near
the exit.
Even if they are not interested in participating, please let them know that they must leave
the forms completely blank, fold them, and drop them into the sealed box near the exit.
This process ensures that PPOs will not know who is participating even if they see clients
dropping off a form. Please encourage clients to fill out the forms on their way out (not in front
of you). Some clients may still openly tell you they want to participate or fill it out in front of
you.
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Additional Information:
Purpose of the study: You are all aware of the need for gender-responsive correctional
supervision and treatment. However, this study seeks to further the gender-responsive movement
by understanding women’s experiences related to justice-involvement shaped by race, social
class, and other distinctions. In particular, Black and Latina women have been disproportionately
represented within the criminal justice system. Accordingly, we want to compare their
experiences along with those of White women. For instance, the reentry needs of a lower-class
woman of color may be very different from a middle-class White woman due to access to
resources and cultural differences.
If clients have any questions that cannot be answered on the information sheet, please inform
them to contact the researchers. We are providing contact sheets for them.
The results will not be shared with probation/parole officers (PPOs) unless any self-harm, abuse
of children or elderly individuals, or serious illegal behavior (i.e., any person to person crime,
burglary, or high-level theft) is disclosed during the interview or focus group. The research team
must report it to the client’s PPO.
They may take the information sheet with them, but please let them know that the information
sheet indicates that they are on community supervision. They should be mindful of leaving it out
for people to see who they may not want to know about their justice-involvement. Please offer
them the small contact sheet that does not have detail about the study to take with them.
Women can bring their children; however, the researchers do not advise having children over
one year old in the room because we will be asking about sensitive topics, including sexual
abuse.
If they are unsure about participating, clients can submit the form and withdraw from the study at
any time if they change their minds.
Again, we sincerely appreciate your help. If you have additional questions about the procedures,
please contact, Breanna Boppre, Department of Criminal Justice, University of Nevada, Las
Vegas at 775-315-6184 or bboppre@unlv.nevada.edu. You may also contact the principal
investigator, Dr. Emily Salisbury at emily.salisbury@unlv.edu.
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Appendix B: Interview Consent Form

INFORMED CONSENT

TITLE OF STUDY: Women’s experiences related to justice-involvement
INVESTIGATOR(S): Dr. Emily J. Salisbury, Breanna Boppre, and Cassandra Boyer
Purpose: The purpose of this study is to learn about the life experiences among women involved
in the criminal justice system. A focus of this research will be on specific experiences related to
gender, race, and social class. In particular, Black and Latina women have been
disproportionately, or over, represented within the criminal justice system. Accordingly, we want
to conduct interviews to determine what life experiences shaped by identifying distinctions, such
as race, culture, or social class, might push women into continued justice-involvement.
This is not a risk assessment. Your individual results will not be shared with your
probation/parole officer (PPO) and will not be used for case management purposes. The results
will be used to guide supervision and treatment for women in the future.
Study Procedure: This study will last approximately 90-minutes. Before starting the interview,
you will be asked to fill out a consent form and brief questionnaire. I can read the information
and questions out loud, and help you fill them out, if you prefer. The individual interviews (oneon-one with a researcher) will be semi-structured. This means there will be a basic script with
various open-ended questions (i.e., questions that aim to go beyond yes or no answers), but the
researcher may ask follow-up questions, skip questions, or move to other sections if the
respondent fully answers them before being asked. Interview questions will ask about your
identity (gender, race, social class), your experiences with criminal justice professionals, your
experiences during childhood or adolescence, safety and violence in your area, and relationships.
More sensitive questions related to prior victimization/abuse will be asked in closed-ended
format (yes/no response). You have the right to skip any question or leave anytime. If you’d like
to skip a question, you can say “skip” or “prefer not to answer.”
With consent, this interview will be audio recorded to ensure that I can focus on our conversation
rather than taking notes.
Upon intake, you took a risk assessment called the Women’s Risk Needs Assessment (WRNA).
Your WRNA in its entirety will be shared with the research team. The WRNA results will be deidentified with only a participant ID number (not your MultCo ID number).
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Confidentiality: All information gathered in this study will be kept as confidential as possible.
Your name is currently linked to a participant ID number. After completing the study, all your
identifying information will be deleted.
The DCJ, Katherine Roller, will have access to your permission to contact form and screening
questionnaire. Beyond that, no DCJ staff will have access to any of the study materials.
All recruitment materials, initial questionnaires, and notes taken during the interviews will be
shredded and destroyed after entered electronically, no later than October 1, 2017. All
identifiable data will be permanently deleted by November 1, 2017. After transcribing, all audio
recordings will be permanently deleted, no later than December 15, 2017. All de-identified data
(i.e., electronic notes, questionnaires, WRNAs, transcriptions) will be kept securely on a
password protected computer for up to five years from the start of this study. After this time, all
electronic data will be permanently destroyed.
To maintain anonymity, a pseudonym (fake name) of your choice will be used in place of your
real name. No publications will contain your identity. I will ask you to pick and write a
pseudonym in the questionnaire. It can be any name that cannot be linked to you through official
documents. Your responses will not be linked to your identity in any way after completing the
study. Broad results will be released; however, DCJ will not be able to identify your specific
responses.
Importantly, I must let you know my requirements to report certain information. Under DCJ
mandatory reporting guidelines, if any self-harm, abuse of children or elderly individuals, or
serious current illegal behavior (i.e., any person to person crime, burglary, or high-level theft) are
disclosed during the interview, the research team must to report it to your PPO.
Risks: As we will be discussing sensitive personal information, the interview may result in
uncomfortable feelings or emotions. If any questions are too difficult emotionally to answer, you
may skip them or stop the interview at any time. If you feel you need to talk to someone
afterward, you may contact PPO, Multnomah County Crisis Line (Free, 24/7 mental health
support) at 503-988-4888, or Multnomah County Urgent Walk-In Clinic (free services for
anyone experiencing a mental health crisis) at 4212 SE Division Street Portland, Oregon 7 am 10:30 pm, seven days a week.
The content on this information sheet indicates that you are currently on community supervision.
If you decide to take this sheet with you, please be mindful that if someone sees it, it will
inadvertently implicate you as a justice-involved woman. For your convenience, we also offer
the main researcher’s contact information to take with you in case you have any questions.
Compensation: The researchers will provide compensation (a gift card of your choice for $20 to
one of the following vendors: TJ Maxx, Dollar Store, Subway, McDonald’s, Starbucks, or
Target) after completion of the interview. Even if we do not get through all the questions, you
will still receive full compensation.
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Benefits: Beyond compensation, describing one’s life story and experiences can be a positive
and empowering experience. You will also be providing invaluable insight into the life
experiences of women involved in the criminal justice system that will help to develop
appropriate treatment strategies.
Right to Refuse/Withdraw: Your participation in this study is voluntary (your choice). You
may refuse to participate in any part of this study. You may withdraw at any time without
prejudice to your relations with UNLV. Refusing to participate or withdrawing will not damage
relationships with DCJ (who is facilitating the research). Your decision whether to participate or
not will not affect your current supervision conditions in any way nor your future community
supervision status.
Questions: You are encouraged to ask questions about this study at any time. If you have
additional questions at any point or are curious about the results, please contact, Breanna Boppre,
Doctoral Student in Criminology and Criminal Justice, Department of Criminal Justice,
University of Nevada, Las Vegas at 775-315-6184 or bboppre@unlv.nevada.edu. You may also
contact the principal investigator, Dr. Emily Salisbury at emily.salisbury@unlv.edu.
For questions regarding the rights of research subjects, any complaints or comments regarding
the manner in which the study is being conducted, contact the UNLV Office of Research
Integrity – Human Subjects at 702-895-2794, toll free at 877-895-2794 or via email at
IRB@unlv.edu.
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Participant Consent
This study is conducted by Dr. Emily Salisbury, Breanna Boppre, and Cassandra Boyer from the
University of Nevada, Las Vegas. This research is for Breanna’s dissertation and any possible
subsequent publications. Your individual results will not be shared with your probation/parole
officer.
You may contact the researchers at any time in the future to ask any further questions about the
research and participation in the study.
Any information gained from you will be kept as confidential as possible and no identifying
information will be released or published.
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and you may decide to withdraw from
the study at any time. You may stop the interview at any time or skip any questions that you do
not want to answer.
I have read the above information and agree to participate in this study. I am at least 18
years of age. A copy of this form has been given to me.
Signature

Date

Name (Please Print)

Audio/Video Taping:
I agree to be audio taped for the purpose of this research study.
Signature

Date

Name (Please Print)
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Appendix C: Demographic Questionnaire
ID Number ________________________________________
Please answer the following questions about yourself (you may skip any questions that you do not want to
answer):
1. Birth date (please write in month/day/year):

2. How would you describe yourself (Check the box next to one or more of the following
racial/ethnic group descriptions)?
American Indian or Alaska Native (A person having origins in any of the original peoples of North
and South America (including Central America), and who maintains a tribal affiliation or community
attachment.)
Asian (A person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, or the
Indian subcontinent including, for example, Cambodia, China, India, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan,
the Philippine Islands, Thailand, and Vietnam.)
Black or African American (A person having origins in any of the Black racial groups of Africa –
includes Caribbean Islanders and other of African origin.)
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander (A person having origins in any of the original peoples of
Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands.)
White or Caucasian (A person having origins in any of the original peoples of Europe, the Middle
East, or North Africa. It includes people who indicate their race as "White" or report entries such as Irish,
German, Italian, Lebanese, Arab, Moroccan, or Caucasian.)
Latina, Hispanic, or Chicana (A person having origins in any of the original peoples of Cuba, Mexico,
Puerto Rico, South or Central American, or other Spanish culture.)
Other (please describe):

Prefer not to say
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3. Were you born a citizen of the United States?
Yes
No
Prefer not to say
Other (please describe):

4. Biological Sex
Male
Female
Prefer to self-describe:

Prefer not to answer
5. Gender Identity
Male
Female
Non-binary
Prefer to self-describe:

Prefer not to say
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6. Do you identify as transgender?
Yes
No
Prefer not to say
7. What is your sexual orientation?
Straight/Heterosexual
Gay or Lesbian
Bisexual
Prefer to self-describe:

Prefer not to say
8. Which socio-economic class do you most closely align with?
Upper-class
Middle-Class
Working-Class
Lower-Class
Don’t Know
Other (please describe):

Prefer not to say
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9. What is your religious background?
Catholic
Protestant (e.g., Baptist, Lutheran, Methodist, etc.)
Jewish (Orthodox, Conservative, or Reform)
Hindu
Buddhist
Mormon
Muslim
Atheist
Agnostic
Prefer not to say
I believe in God, but do not have a particular affiliation.
Other (please describe):

10. How closely do you follow the faith, traditions and teachings of your religion?
If non-applicable, skip to the next question.
1 Not Very Closely
2
3
4
5
6
7 Very Closely

217

11. What type of community supervision are you currently on?
Probation
Parole
Other (please describe):

12. Please choose a pseudonym, or fake name, to maintain anonymity:

218

Appendix D: Interview Script
IDENTITY
Individuals within our society have varying identifying distinctions that make them who they are.
[Point to identity wheel]. For instance, as women, we have our gendered identity, but also, we
have other identifying distinctions such as our race or social class. Thus, an individual can face
distinct positive or negative experiences when their identities overlap a number of minority
classes, such as race, gender, age, ethnicity, disability, religion, sexuality, and other
characteristics. In other words, identifiers can intersect to create one’s holistic or whole identity.
Consequently, individuals are treated a certain way based upon their identity, or how others
perceive them. Individuals may experience increased discrimination, or unjust treatment based
upon their identity as well.
Before this interview, you took a questionnaire asking about various demographic information.
However, people may identify with certain aspects more than others. For example, a woman who
is Black may identify as a woman of Color.
How would you describe your identity? In other words, what intersecting characteristics such as
gender, race, class, sexuality, ect. makes you, you?
REMEMBER THEIR RESPONSE
What are some of the positive aspects of being a FILL IN?
Could you describe some examples?
How has that impacted your life?
What are some benefits you encounter in terms of your identity as FILL IN or other identifying
distinctions?
Could you describe some examples?
How has that impacted your life?
Have you experienced any privileges or favorable treatment based upon your race,
gender, age, sexual orientation, religion, etc.?
Could you describe some examples?
How has that impacted your life?
What are some of the negative aspects of being a FILL IN?
Could you describe some examples?
How has that impacted your life?
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What are some challenges you encounter in terms of your identity as FILL IN or other
identifying distinctions?
Could you describe some examples?
How has that impacted your life?
Have you experienced discrimination or unfair treatment based upon your race, gender,
age, sexual orientation, religion, etc.?
Could you describe some examples?
How has that impacted your life?
Were you or your immediate family an immigrant to the United States?
From which country?
What was it like adapting to U.S. culture?
Do you notice cultural differences between that of your family of origin and average
U.S. citizens?
Do you feel you’ve been treated differently because of your immigrant-status?
Could you give some examples?
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TREATMENT BY CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROFESSIONALS
Now I am going to ask some questions about your experience with the criminal justice system.
How do you think your identity as FILL IN has affected your involvement in lawbreaking
behavior?
How so?
Could you describe some examples?
Do you think discrimination in any way has contributed to your involvement in the criminal
justice system?
How so?
Could you describe some examples?
Have you had positive interactions with police?
Could you give some examples?
Do you think your identity as FILL IN or other identifying distinctions has affected
these interactions?
How so?
Have you had negative interactions with police?
Could you give some examples?
Do you think your identity as FILL IN or other identifying distinctions has affected
these interactions?
How so?
Do police ever drive by or park near your home?
How often?
How do you feel about this police presence in your community?
Have police officers ever visited your home or work?
How often?
Were these visits part of your probation or parole conditions?
How did being visited by police officers at your home or work make you feel?
Have family members or friends been visited by police at their homes?
How often?
How did it make them feel to be questioned by the police?
Have you had positive interactions with the court/judicial system?
Could you give some examples?
Do you think your identity as FILL IN or other identifying distinctions has affected
these interactions?
How so?
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Have you had negative interactions with the court/judicial system?
Could you give some examples?
Do you think your identity as FILL IN or other identifying distinctions has affected
these interactions?
How so?
Have you had positive interactions with the correctional staff (correctional officers, jail staff,
probation/parole officers)?
Could you give some examples?
Do you think your identity as FILL IN or other identifying distinctions has affected
these interactions?
How so?
Have you had negative interactions with the correctional staff (correctional officers, jail staff,
probation/parole officers)?
Could you give some examples?
Do you think your identity as FILL IN or other identifying distinctions has affected
these interactions?
How so?
Have you been called a “criminal”, “felon,” “convict,” offender,” “inmate” or any other term
used to refer to those involved in the criminal justice system?
How did being called FILL IN make you feel?
Do you consider yourself a FILL IN?
Do you think being a FILL IN IDENTITY has affected how society has treated you as a
FILL IN CRIMINAL IDENTITY?
Do you think being labeled a FILL IN CRIMINAL IDENTITY is different for women
who have other identities?
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CHILDHOOD EXPERIENCES
Research has shown that such childhood experiences can affect women’s involvement in the
criminal justice system later in life. So now I am going to ask you various questions about your
life experiences during childhood. When I refer to childhood, that generally means anything
occurring under the age of 18. You may skip any questions you do not feel comfortable
answering.
Can you tell me about your family and your childhood? What was your life like growing up?
How would you describe your relationship with your parents?
If no parents, who were your primary caretakers?
Were your parents married (if applicable)?
Were they ever separated or divorced?
Did either of your parents/caretakers ever have issues with substance abuse?
What types of substances?
How did that affect you?
Were either of your parents/caretakers involved in the criminal justice system?
If yes, were either of your parents ever incarcerated?
For how long?
Did you visit them in prison?
How did that affect you?
What was the highest level of education completed by your parents/caretakers?
What kinds of difficulties or stresses did you and your family experience?
How did that affect you?
How did you deal with them?
Did your parents/caretakers ever struggle to make ends meet? In other words, do you remember
them having financial difficulties?
How did that affect you?
Did you have other close relatives, such as siblings or aunts, uncles, grandparents involved in
your life during childhood?
Did any of them have issues with substance abuse/dependency?
How did that affect you?
Were any of them involved in the criminal justice system?
Were any of them incarcerated?
For how long?
Did you visit them in prison?
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How did that affect you?
Were you ever treated differently in comparison to your siblings (if applicable)?
How so?
What did you enjoy about your family?
Could you give some examples?
The next few questions can be a little uncomfortable. Again, if you’d prefer not to answer, please
just let me know and we will simply move on.
Have you ever witnessed domestic violence or abuse between your parents or caretakers as a
child?
Can you tell me a little bit about what happened? (were the police called?, How did this
affect you?)
Did you witness violence among other adults besides your parents when you were a child?
Can you tell me a little bit about what happened? (Who was involved, were the police
called?, How did this affect you?)
Were you ever neglected as a child? By neglect, I mean being left alone or without food or care
for an extended period of time (anything over one day).
Have you ever experienced emotional or verbal abuse as a child? This could include yelling,
taunting, insults, ridicules, threats to kill or use weapons, or put downs.
Did it occur by someone in your immediate family?
Did it occur by someone outside your immediate family, such as other relatives, friends,
or acquaintances?
Did it ever occur by someone who was a stranger?
Was your family supportive of you disclosing the abuse or seeking help?
Did you receive treatment for such experiences?
Have you ever experienced physical abuse as a child? This could include hitting, slapping,
pushing, choking, hair pulling, burning, or any other unwanted physical abuse.
Did it occur by someone in your immediate family?
Did it occur by someone outside your immediate family, such as other relatives, friends,
or acquaintances?
Did it ever occur by someone who was a stranger?
Was your family supportive of you disclosing the abuse or seeking help?
Did you receive treatment for such experiences?
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Have you ever experienced sexual abuse as a child? This includes any unwanted physical
touching, comments, or threats that you considered to be sexual.
Did it occur by someone in your immediate family?
Did it occur by someone outside your immediate family, such as other relatives, friends,
or acquaintances?
Did it ever occur by someone who was a stranger?
Was your family supportive of you disclosing the abuse or seeking help?
Did you receive treatment for such experiences?
Did you ever run away from home as a child/teen?
Can you tell me a little bit about what happened? Why did you run away?
How long were you away?
Were you arrested by the police?
How did you survive away from home?
What is the highest grade or educational-level you’ve completed?
Did you enjoy school as a child?
Why or why not?
Were you involved in afterschool activities?
Did you have difficulties excelling in school?
Did you have a lot of friends in school?
Were you ever picked on or teased?
Did your school employ private security guards or police officers?
Did you or your friends ever interact with these guards or officers?
How did having these security guards or officers at your school make you feel?
What was your neighborhood like?
Do you recall if there was crime and violence in the area?
Did you feel safe?
Did you and your family feel connected to others in your neighborhood?
Did you and your family feel connected to the community you grew up in?
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INTIMATE RELATIONSHIPS
Research shows that women in general place a high value on their relationships with others,
particularly their partners. Often involvement in lawbreaking behavior can begin through these
relationships. Now I am going to ask some questions about your intimate relationships with
partners.
When did you start having intimate relationships such as boyfriends/girlfriends?
What were those relationships like?
Are you currently in a relationship? (If no, what was your most recent relationship like?)
What do/did you like about being in your relationship?
How long did it last?
Is there anything you don’t/didn’t like about your relationship or wish you could
change?
Have any of your intimate partners ever had issues with substance abuse?
What type(s) of drugs?
How did that affect your relationship(s)?
Have any of your intimate partners ever been involved in the criminal justice system?
What type(s) of offenses?
How did that affect your relationship(s)?
Have you ever experienced emotional abuse from an intimate partner? This could include
yelling, taunting, insults, ridicules, threats to kill or use weapons, or put downs.
Have you ever experienced physical abuse from an intimate partner? This could include hitting,
slapping, pushing, choking, hair pulling, burning, or any other unwanted physical abuse.
Have you ever experienced sexual abuse from an intimate partner? This includes any unwanted
physical touching, comments, or threats that you considered to be sexual.
If yes to any, were you able to seek help or try to escape the relationship?
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SAFETY, VIOLENCE, AND VICTIMIZATION AS AN ADULT
Research has found that justice-involved women are more likely to live in areas that are
considered unsafe (increased risk for victimization). I’m going to ask a few questions about your
safety, violence, and victimization experienced as an adult, or over the age of 18. Again, please
let me know if you’d like to skip any questions.
Have you ever witnessed violence outside any home where you’ve resided?
How often?
How has that affected you?
Have you ever witnessed drug use or sales outside any home where you’ve resided?
How often?
How has that affected you?
Do you feel safe in your current neighborhood?
Is there crime and violence in the area?
Did you connected to others in your neighborhood?
As an adult, have you ever been verbally or emotionally abused by a stranger or someone you
didn’t know?
Has it occurred on more than one occasion?
As an adult, have you been physically victimized by a stranger or someone you didn’t know?
Has it occurred on more than one occasion?
As an adult, have you been sexually victimized by a stranger or someone you didn’t know?
Has it occurred on more than one occasion?
Have you ever been involved in a gang?
How did you initiate?
What was it like?
Were you ever pressured to do things you didn’t want to?
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SUBSTANCE ABUSE
Research has shown that women involved in the criminal justice system often experience issues
with substance abuse. Now I am going to ask some questions surrounding drug and alcohol use.
Have you ever used alcohol or drugs?
What types?
When did you start using?
How/why did you start using?
Who would you usually use with?
How long did you use?
Have you ever exchanged sexual favors for drugs or alcohol?
Did you notice negative effects on your life from your alcohol and drug use?
Have you ever had struggles with substance abuse, dependency, or addiction?
With what types of substances?
What do you think caused it to turn into a problem?
How has it affected your life?
Have you ever been given services to help you quit?
What types of treatment? Did you feel it was helpful?
CHILDREN
Children are very important to women and shape their identities as mothers. The next few
questions will ask about your children if you have any.
Do you have children or care for a partner or family member’s child/children?
What is their age/gender?
What is your relationship like with them?
How often do you get to see them?
Do others (such as their father, your family, or friends) help support you in raising
them?
How have they reacted to your involvement in the criminal justice system?
If on parole, were you able to communicate with your children while in prison?
Were you able to call or visit with them?
How often?
Were there any barriers or things preventing you from communicating with your
children while in prison?
How did that affect your relationship?
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SELF-EFFICACY
This is the last set of questions, so we are almost done! I will now ask about your jobs and
hobbies.
What is (or was) your current (or most recent) job/source of income?
Do you (or did you) like this position?
If you could do anything you wanted for employment, what would it be?
What prevents you from doing that?
Have you ever had struggles finding and maintaining employment?
Do you think being a FILL IN IDENTITY has impacted your ability to find or maintain
stable employment?
Overall, how do you feel about yourself?
Do you feel able to set and accomplish goals?
What has been most helpful during your reentry experience?
Do you have any worries about staying out of the criminal justice system?
What do you think would help alleviate such fears?
What helps you get through tough times?
Do you have positive people you can count on?
Do you utilize faith or spirituality to help?
What are your personal strengths? This can range from skills, physical qualities, or anything that
makes you feel positive about yourself.
What activities or hobbies do you enjoy?
What are your hopes and dreams for the future?
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CONCLUSION
We talked about a lot of things related to how you’ve been treated based on your identity,
childhood experiences, relationships, and other aspects of your life. Out of the things we talked
about today, what do you think was the most influential experience or aspect that led to your
involvement in the criminal justice system?
Is there anything that I did not ask about that is related to your involvement in the criminal
justice system?
Your answers today will be used to help tailor correctional programming for women in the
future.
What would you like to see offered in reentry programs (reentry refers to services aimed to help
clients transition back into society and stay out of the criminal justice system)?
Why?
What sorts of rehabilitation programming would be helpful (rehabilitation involves more
individualized treatment to address mental health, substance abuse, relational issues, or other
individual factors)?
Why?
Thank you very much for your participation. I asked tough questions and you did a really great
job.
Is there anything else that I didn’t ask that you’d like to tell me?
Do you have any questions for me?
If you need anything or have any questions in the future, please do not hesitate to contact me. I
also included contact information for a local crisis hotline and mental health clinic in case you
feel you need to talk to someone.
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Intersectionality Wheel
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Appendix E: Focus Group Consent Form

INFORMED CONSENT

TITLE OF STUDY: Women’s experiences related to justice-involvement
INVESTIGATOR(S): Dr. Emily J. Salisbury, Breanna Boppre, and Cassandra Boyer
Purpose: The purpose of this study is to learn about the life experiences among women involved
in the criminal justice system. A focus of this research will be on specific experiences related to
gender, race, and social class. In particular, Black and Latina women have been
disproportionately, or over, represented within the criminal justice system. Accordingly, we want
to conduct focus groups to determine what life experiences shaped by identifying distinctions,
such as race, culture, or social class, might push women into continued justice-involvement.
The results will not be shared with your probation/parole officer (PPO) and will not be used for
case management purposes. The results will be used to guide supervision and treatment for
women in the future.
Study Procedure: The total study will last approximately 60-minutes Before starting the focus
group, you will be asked to fill out a consent form and brief questionnaire. The researcher can
read the information and questions out loud, and help you fill them out, if you prefer. The focus
group (a discussion with two researchers and five other women on community supervision)
will be semi-structured. This means there will be a basic script with various open-ended
questions (i.e., questions that aim to go beyond yes or no answers), but the researcher may ask
follow-up questions, skip questions, or move to other sections if a respondent fully answers them
before being asked. Multiple (preferably all) participants will discuss and answer the questions.
The focus group questions will involve general questions around how women are treated based
upon race or social class, how women enter the criminal justice system, and barriers to reentry.
You have the right to skip any question or leave anytime. If you’d like to skip a question, you
can say “skip, “prefer not to answer,” or simply remain silent.
With consent, this focus group will be audio recorded, so we can focus on our conversation. We
will also take notes.
Upon intake, you took a risk assessment called the Women’s Risk Needs Assessment (WRNA).
Your WRNA in its entirety will be shared with the research team. The WRNA results will be deidentified with only a participant ID number (not your MultCo ID number).
Confidentiality: All information gathered in this study will be kept as confidential as possible.
Your name is currently linked to a participant ID number. After completing the study, all your
identifying information will be deleted.
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The DCJ, Katherine Roller, will have access to your permission to contact form and screening
questionnaire. Beyond that, no DCJ staff will have access to any of the study materials.
All recruitment materials, initial questionnaires, and notes taken during focus groups will be
shredded and destroyed after entered electronically, no later than October 1, 2017. All
identifiable data will be permanently deleted by November 1, 2017. After transcribing, all audio
recordings will be permanently deleted, no later than December 15, 2017. All de-identified data
(i.e., electronic notes, questionnaires, WRNAs, transcriptions) will be kept securely on a
password protected computer for up to five years from the start of this study. After this time, all
electronic data will be permanently destroyed.
To maintain anonymity, a pseudonym (fake name) of your choice will be used in place of your
real name. No publications will contain your identity. I will ask you to pick and write a
pseudonym in the questionnaire. It can be any name that cannot be linked to you through official
documents. Your responses will not be linked to your identity in any way after completing the
study. Broad results will be released; however, DCJ will not be able to identify your specific
responses.
While the researchers can guarantee confidentiality among ourselves, we cannot guarantee
confidentiality among other focus group participants in the room. We ask all participants not
to share specific experiences and names beyond this room. Nonetheless, we, as researches,
cannot control what other participants share after the focus group.
Importantly, I must let you know my requirements to report certain information. Under DCJ
mandatory reporting guidelines, if any self-harm, abuse of children or elderly individuals, or
serious current illegal behavior (i.e., any person to person crime, burglary, or high-level theft) are
disclosed during the focus group, the research team must to report it to your PPO.
Risks: As we will be discussing sensitive personal information, the focus group may result in
uncomfortable feelings or emotions. If any questions are too difficult emotionally to answer, you
may skip them or withdraw from the focus group at any time. If you feel you need to talk to
someone afterward, you may contact your probation/parole officer, Multnomah County Crisis
Line (Free, 24/7 mental health support) at 503-988-4888, or Multnomah County Urgent Walk-In
Clinic (free services for anyone experiencing a mental health crisis) at 4212 SE Division Street
Portland, Oregon 7 am - 10:30 pm, seven days a week.
The content on this information sheet indicates that you are currently on community supervision.
If you decide to take this sheet with you, please be mindful that if someone sees it, it will
inadvertently implicate you as a justice-involved woman. For your convenience, we also offer
the main researcher’s contact information to take with you in case you have any questions.
Compensation: DCJ will provide compensation (lunch and a gift card of your choice for $15 to
one of the following vendors: TJ Maxx, Dollar Store, Subway, McDonald’s, Starbucks, or
Target). You will receive the gift card immediately after completion of the focus group. Even if
we do not get through all the questions, you will still receive full compensation.
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Benefits: Beyond compensation, describing one’s life story and experiences can be a positive
and empowering experience. You will also be providing invaluable insight into the life
experiences of women involved in the criminal justice system that will help to develop
appropriate treatment strategies.
Right to Refuse/Withdraw: Your participation in this study is voluntary (your choice). You
may refuse to participate in any part of this study. You may withdraw at any time without
prejudice to your relations with UNLV. Refusing to participate or withdrawing will not damage
relationships with DCJ (who is facilitating the research). Your decision whether to participate or
not will not affect your current supervision conditions in any way nor your future community
supervision status.
Questions: You are encouraged to ask questions about this study at any time. If you have
additional questions at any point or are curious about the results, please contact, Breanna Boppre,
Doctoral Student in Criminology and Criminal Justice, Department of Criminal Justice,
University of Nevada, Las Vegas at 775-315-6184 or bboppre@unlv.nevada.edu. You may also
contact the principal investigator, Dr. Emily Salisbury at emily.salisbury@unlv.edu.
For questions regarding the rights of research subjects, any complaints or comments regarding
the manner in which the study is being conducted, contact the UNLV Office of Research
Integrity – Human Subjects at 702-895-2794, toll free at 877-895-2794 or via email at
IRB@unlv.edu.
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Participant Consent
This study is conducted by Dr. Emily Salisbury, Breanna Boppre, and Cassandra Boyer from the
University of Nevada, Las Vegas. This research is for Breanna’s dissertation and any possible
subsequent publications. Your individual results will not be shared with your probation/parole
officer.
You may contact the researchers at any time in the future to ask any further questions about the
research and participation in the study.
Any information gained from you will be kept as confidential as possible and no identifying
information will be released or published. However, confidentiality cannot be guaranteed with
other participants present in this focus group.
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and you may decide to withdraw from
the study at any time. You may stop participating in the focus group at any time or skip any
questions that you do not want to answer.
I have read the above information and agree to participate in this study. I am at least 18
years of age. A copy of this form has been given to me.
Signature

Date

Name (Please Print)

Audio/Video Taping:
I agree to be audio taped for the purpose of this research study.
Signature

Date

Name (Please Print)
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Appendix F: Focus Group Script
IDENTITY
Individuals within our society have varying identifying distinctions that make them who they are.
[Pass around the identity wheel]. For instance, as women, we have our gendered identity, but
also we have other identifying distinctions such as our race, ethnicity, social class, disability,
sexuality, or religious beliefs. Many of these identifiers can overlap and lead to differential
treatment by others, whether positive or negative. Certain individuals may experience increased
discrimination, or unjust treatment based upon their identity.
Generally, have you noticed that certain women are treated differently based upon identifying
characteristics such as race, social class, sexual orientation, or other distinctions?
For instance, have you noticed certain women being treated more positively than others?
How so?
Have you noticed certain women being treated more negatively than others?
How so?
WOMEN’S PATHWAYS TO JUSTICE-INVOVLEMENT
Now we are going to talk about women’s experiences related to involvement in the criminal
justice system.
What kinds of issues do women often struggle with before entering the criminal justice system?
Do you think these issues are different from that of men?
Do you think women’s race might affect these issues?
What about social class?
This study seeks to bring women’s identifying experiences all together through intersections of
gender, race, and class. Therefore, do you think issues faced by a poor woman of Color, for
example, might be different from that of a poor White woman?
How might those issues affect their involvement in the criminal justice system?
What do you think pushes women into the criminal justice system?
Have you noticed common life events or experiences among other women involved in the
criminal justice system?
Do you think experiences may vary across race?
How so?
What about social class?
How so?
Are there sorts of positive experiences or characteristics prevent women from being involved in
the criminal justice system?
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Do you think certain women across racial groups may have more access to such
experiences or characteristics?
Do you think certain women across social class may have more access to such
experiences or characteristics?
RECIDIVISM
Why do you think women return into the criminal justice system?
What sorts of treatment or services do you think could be offered to help women stay out of the
criminal justice system?
Do you think there are barriers women face leading a happy “normal” life after involvement in
the criminal justice system?
Are these barriers common among all women?
Do certain women face more barriers than others based upon race, social class, or other
distinctions?
How so?
What would you like to see offered in reentry programs (reentry refers to services aimed to help
clients transition back into society and stay out of the criminal justice system)?
Why?
What sorts of rehabilitation programming would be helpful (rehabilitation involves more
individualized treatment to address mental health, substance abuse, relational issues, or other
individual factors)?
Why?
Those were all the questions we had. Is there anything else anyone would like to share with us or
ask pertaining to this study?
Thank you all very much for your participation. We asked tough questions and you all did a
really great job answering. Your answers will be used to help tailor correctional programming
for women in the future. If you need anything or have any questions, please do not hesitate to
contact me. We also included contact information for a local crisis hotline and mental health
clinic in case you feel you need to talk to someone.
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Appendix G: Initial Coding

Coding was facilitated through MaxQDA. The size of squares indicated the frequency of codes
(larger equates to more codes).
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Appendix H: Focused Coding

Coding was facilitated through MaxQDA. The size of squares indicated the frequency of codes
(larger equates to more codes).
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